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REPORT. 



Attorney-General's Office, ) 

Sacramento, Cal., September 15, 1896. ) 

To the Honorable James H. Budd, Governor of the State of California: 

Sir: In compliance with the provisions of Subdivision 4 of Section 
470 of the Political Code of this State, and of Section 432 of the same 
Code, as amended in 1891 (Statutes of 1891, p. 65), I have the honor to 
submit my Biennial Report for the years 1895 and 1896. 

I took office at 12 o'clock m. on the 7th day of January, 1895. At 
that time the business of the office was very heavy; and it has steadily 
increased, both in volume and diversity, ever since. 

ADDITIONAL DUTIES IMPOSED BY THE LAST LEGISLATURE. 

Under former administrations it was the custom of various State 
officers and State institutions tg employ special counsel to conduct their 
legal business and to advise them upon routine matters. This, how- 
ever, entailed an annual expense of many thousand dollars upon the 
State. Consequently, shortly after I took office, the Legislature, by an 
Act amending Section 472 of the Political Code, placed in my charge 
"all legal matters in which the State is in anywise interested, except 
the business of the Regents of the University of California and of the 
State Harbor Commissioners," and prohibited any "board, officer or 
officers, or employe of the State, except said Regents and said Harbor 
Commissioners," from employing any attorney "other than the Attorney- 
General, or one of his assistants or deputies, in any matter in which the 
State is interested," except with the written consent of the Attorney- 
General. (Statutes of 1895, pp. 66 and 67.) 

The duties of my office were thus increased by the addition of all the 
legal business pertaining to the management of more than forty State 
institutions and boards, as well as that of all State officers and em- 
ployes. 

It was to meet this that the Legislature allowed me an additional 
deputy and clerk. 
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4 REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

OPINIONS AND GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 

It is my duty, under the law, to render opinions in writing to the 
Governor, the Secretary of State, the Controller, the Treasurer, the Sur- 
veyor-General, the Trustees or Commissioners of State Institutions, and 
District Attorneys, " upon any question of law relating to their respective 
offices." (Subdivision 6 of Section 470, Political Code.) 

Since the 7th day of January, 1895, I have given 799 opinions in 
writing, and written 1,812 letters — an aggregate of 2,611 opinions and 
letters. 

The work of this department has increased during my incumbency 
fully fifty per cent. 

The scope of this work is very broad. It covers every variety of ques- 
tion arising under the laws of this State pertaining to revenue and 
taxation, school laws, registration of voters, elections, fees, county gov- 
ernment, the management and control of State institutions, the duties 
of State boards, trustees, officers, and employes, and the allowance or 
rejection, by the State Board of Examiners, of claims against the State, 
as well as many general questions of law, and much general advice to 
District Attorneys and to members of the Legislature. 

I may add that, notwithstanding its volume and complexity, the work 
of this department is well in hand; and there is not, when this report 
leaves the office, an unanswered official letter upon the files. 

In addition to opinions in writing, I have also held daily consulta- 
tions with, and orally advised, State and other officials upon various 
matters pertaining to the duties of their "respective offices. 

CRIMINAL CASES. 
(a) In the Supreme Court. 

It is my duty to attend the Supreme Court and prosecute or defend 
" all cases to which the State * * * is a party." (Subdivision 1 of 
Section 470 of the Political Code.) 

This includes every criminal case in which an appeal is taken to the 
Supreme Court. These criminal appeals are also increasing. 

When I took office there were 34 criminal cases on the docket of my 
predecessor of which no final disposition had been made. Some of these 
had been argued and submitted to the Court, but many of them were 
.briefed or rebriefed and argued after I came into office. 

During my incumbency, appeals to the Supreme Court have been 
taken in 143 criminal cases. This makes an aggregate of 177 criminal 
appeals upon my docket. 

By referring to the Criminal Docket, which is annexed to this report, 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 5 

you will see that the work of the office in this department has produced 
excellent results. The percentage of affirmances is exceptionally good; 
and this is especially true of cases involving the higher offenses. Out 
of fifteen first-degree murder cases, where the penalty affixed was death, 
fourteen have been affirmed. 

(b) In the Superior Court. 

At your request, I detailed Deputy Attorney-General C. N. Post to 
assist in the prosecution of the cases growing out of the lynching of one 
Littlefield in Trinity County. Two of the lynchers were prosecuted 
early in the spring of this year, and were convicted of murder in the 
second degree. The trial of a third has just ended, with a like result. 

The office has also participated in the prosecution of, and prepared 
for prosecution, several cases in Kern County.* 

(c) In the Police Court. 

At the request of the Fish Commissioners, I detailed a deputy to prose- 
cute, in the Police Court of San Francisco, two offenders against the 
Fish and Game law of the State. The first of these cases resulted in 
an acquittal; but in the second a conviction was secured. This put a 
wholesome check upon the violators of that law. 

CIVIL CASES. 

The civil litigation of the State has grown to be one of the most 
important branches of the office work; and it is steadily on the increase. 
Its recent and continued growth is due to various causes — among others, 
to enabling legislation. 

(a) Suits against the State under the Enabling Act of 1893. 

On February 28, 1893, the Legislature passed an Act entitled "An 
Act to authorize suits against the State, and regulating the procedure 
therein." (Statutes of 1893, p. 57.) 

The first section of that Act provides that " all persons who have, or 
shall hereafter have, claims on contract or for negligence against the 
State, not allowed by the State Board of Examiners, are hereby author- 
ized, on the terms and conditions herein contained, to bring suit thereon 
against the State in any of the courts of this State of competent juris- 
diction, and prosecute the same to final judgment." 

The second section limited the time within which suits on then exist- 
ing claims might be commenced to two years. This period of limitation 
expired on February 28, 1895. 
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6 REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

By Section 6, it is made your duty " to report to the Legislature, at 
each session, all judgments rendered against the State and not thereto- 
fore reported"; and by Section 7 it is made the duty of the Controller 
to draw his warrant for the payment of any such judgment " whenever 
a sufficient appropriation for such payment shall have been made by 
the Legislature." 

When I took office there were nine suits upon the Civil Docket which 
had been commenced under this Act. Since then, process has been 
served upon me in nine more. 

Of the nine which were commenced prior to my term of office, none 
had been finally disposed of by my predecessor; and, with one excep- 
tion, no proceedings, other than of a preliminary character, had been 
had in any of them. 

The eighteen cases brought under this Act fall into four natural 
groups, in which order I tfill consider them. 

First — Cases Brought to Recover Damages Occasioned by the Alleged Negli- 
gence of the Board of Harbor Commissioners. 

These are four in number: 

(1) Chapman vs. The State. — This case was brought in the Superior 
Court of the City and County of San Francisco to recover $1,266 47, 
and interest from August 10, 1891, as damages for the loss of certain 
coal occasioned by the breaking of the Fremont-Street Wharf, of that 
city, in 1891. A demurrer by the State to the complaint in this action 
was sustained on January 30, 1894. Judgment on this demurrer was 
entered in favor of defendant; and an appeal was taken by the plaintiff. 
On December 4, 1894, the Supreme Court reversed the judgment, hold- 
ing that the State was legally liable. This, of course, left nothing to be 
established but the facts upon which the plaintiff relied for recovery. 
Such was the status of the case when it came into my hands. It was 
subsequently tried before a jury; and, on August 8, 1895, a verdict in 
favor of plaintiff was rendered for $1,265, with legal interest from Feb- 
ruary 28, 1893, to the date of the verdict. 

As the law of the case had already been settled, and as the damages 
were, clearly proven, no appeal from the judgment which was entered 
upon this verdict has been taken. 

(2) Kelley vs. State. — This was an action for damages in the sum of 
$50,000. Judgment upon demurrer in favor of the State was entered 
on March 1, 1895; and no appeal has been taken from that judgment. 

(3) Nelson vs. State. — This was also an action for damages, involving 
questions of law identical with those decided adversely to the State in 
the Chapman case. The suit only involved $545 50, for coal and tanbark 
lost by the breaking of wharves along the waterfront of San Francisco. 
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The negligence of the State officers was fully proven, as well as the 
amount of the loss; and the Court, on May 28, 1896, rendered judgment 
in favor of the plaintiff for $545 50, with legal interest on $445 50 from 
October 8, 1894, and on $100 from January 15, 1895. 
No appeal has been taken in this case. 

(4) Denning vs. The State. — This action is for $20,500 damages for 
injuries claimed to have been received by the plaintiff through the neg- 
ligence of the Harbor Commissioners, while plaintiff was an employe of 
the State. It is now pending upon demurrer in the Superior Court of 
the City and County of San Francisco; it presents questions of law dif- 
ferent from those involved in the Chapman case. It is my opinion that 
this case can be successfully defended. 

Second — Actions to Recover Damages for Injuries Claimed to have been 
Sustained by Reason of the Alleged Negligence of the State Board of 
Agriculture. 

These actions are three in number, and all grew out of the falling of 
a stand of seats at Agricultural Park, in Sacramento, during the progress 
of the State Fair in 1891. 

(1) Melvin vs. State. — In this case the plaintiff sued for $25,554 50 
damages, with interest. A few days after I took office I filed an 
amended answer on behalf of the State; and the case went to trial on 
January 21, 1895. The trial resulted in a verdict by the jury, in favor 
of the plaintiff, for $10,000, without interest. 

I subsequently moved for a new trial. After an exhaustive presenta- 
tion, by counsel for each party, of the questions of law involved, the 
motion was granted, on the ground that the State was not legally liable. 

The plaintiff has appealed from the order granting a new trial, and 
that appeal is now pending in the Supreme Court. 

(2) DeLong vs. State. — The damages sought in this case were $10,100, 
with interest. The same procedure was had as in the Melvin case. 
The jury rendered a verdict in favor of plaintiff for $3,500, without 
interest. 

Upon motion for a new trial, the judgment was reduced by the Court 
to $2,000; and the motion was then granted, on the ground that the 
State was not legally liable. 

This case has also been appealed by the plaintiff, and the appeal is 
now pending. 

(3) Mace vs. The State. — The plaintiff in this action, sued for $3,000 
damages; but from an examination of the records of the court it 
appeared that he had failed to comply with certain conditions of the 
Enabling Act. Upon this ground the State moved for a dismissal of the 
case, and the motion was granted. 
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Third — Indian War Bond Cases. 

The Indian War Bonds issued by the State under the Acts of Febru- 
ary 18, 1851 (Statutes of 1851, p. 250), and May 3, 1852 (Statutes of 
1852, p. 59), have been the source of much litigation. 

In Sawyer vs. Colgan, 102 Cal. 283, the Supreme Court of this State 
held that the State was liable for the face value of the Bonds of 1851 ; 
but left the ultimate liability of the State for the Bonds of 1852 unde- 
termined. 

Eight of these Indian War Bond cases have been instituted under the 
Enabling Act of 1893. 

(1) and (2). The first of these cases were Molineauz vs. 7%e State 
and Bates vs. The State a commenced in the Superior Court of the County 
of Sacramento, in September and October, 1894, respectively. As the 
liability of the State for the face value of these bonds had been deter- 
mined in Sawyer vs. Colgan, the real question at issue in these cases was 
the liability of the State for interest upon the bonds and coupons subse- 
quent to their maturity. The Molineaux case was for $4,500 principal, 
and for interest; the Bates case for $2,940, with interest. The lower court 
gave judgment in each case for the full amount prayed — in the former 
for $19,672, and in the latter for $12,619 40. 

An appeal on behalf of the State was taken in the Molineaux case, 
and it was stipulated that the other case should be governed by the 
Supreme Court decision. This appeal was pending when I took office. I 
subsequently argued it before the Supreme Court; and that Court modi- 
fied the judgment by disallowing the interest, which was all that the 
State contended for. 

By this modification, the State was saved, in these two cases alone, 
$24,851 40; or nearly three and one half times the face value of the 
bonds and coupons sued upon. 

(3) and (4). Davis vs. The State and Scott vs. The State. — The effect 
of the Molineaux decision, however, is more far-reaching. 

Since my incumbency two other cases involving bonds and coupons 
issued under the Act of 1851 have been commenced — Davis vs. The 
State, for $35,260 face value, and interest; Scott vs. The State, for $1,600 
face value, and for interest. 

Judgment in conformity with the Molineaux decision has been ren- 
dered for the face value of the bonds and coupons in each case; but 
judgment for interest, approximating $125,000, was denied. 

The Davis case has been appealed for the purpose of again testing 
the question of interest; but I do not apprehend any change of opinion 
by the Supreme Court. 
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(5)j (6), (7), and (8). Reis vs. The State; Baldwin vs. The State- 
Mead vs. The State } and Davis vs. The State. — These four cases were 
brought to recover the principal and interest upon bonds and coupons 
issued under the Act of 1852; and the face value of the bonds and 
coupons sued upon aggregates $80,342 17. 

The first three have been tried and submitted to the cotfrt upon briefs. 
No decision has, as yet, been rendered in any of them, nor have all of 
the briefs been filed. The fourth has not been tried. 

The liability of the State upon these outstanding bonds and coupons 
of 1852 has, as I have said, not yet been determined. The question is 
an extremely close and doubtful one. However, should judgment go 
against the State, the Molineaux case must again control; and judgment 
can be given for the face value of the bonds and coupons only. This 
will result in another saving to the State of interest approximating 
$265,000. 

It will thus be seen that the ultimate result of the Molineaux decision 
is to save the State about $415,000. 

Fourth — Miscellaneous. 

(1) Fresno Milling Company vs. The State. — This action was com- 
menced on November 16, 1894, to recover $490,000 damages for obstruc- 
tions alleged to have been placed at the instance of the State in a certain 
ditch belonging to plaintiff. This action was dismissed on January 21, 
1895. 

(2) Holman vs. The State. — The object of this suit was to recover $280 
upon a swamp-land warrant. A demurrer to the complaint by the State 
was sustained, and a motion to dismiss the action granted. 

(3) Mullan vs. The State. — This was an action brought by Capt. John 
Mullan to recover the sum of $45,616 30 for services rendered the State 
in the collection of certain moneys from the Federal Government. 

The suit was pending in the Superior Court of the City and County 
of San Francisco when I took office. A general demurrer to the com- 
plaint had been interposed; but it had not been argued. The demurrer 
was subsequently argued in the Superior Court, and it was sustained 
uporuthe ground that Captain Mullan's employment was made without 
express authority of law, and was therefore void. The plaintiff refused 
to amend, and judgment for the State was accordingly entered. 

An appeal from this judgment has been taken to the Supreme Court, 
and has been briefed and argued, and is now on submission. 

I have detailed these cases at length, for it was the evident intention 
of the Legislature that you should be kept fully informed as to all suits 
brought under this Act. 
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I wish to add thg,t the judgments in the Molineaux, Bates, and Scott 
war bond cases have been paid, as there was a standing appropriation 
for that purpose made by the Act authorizing the issuance of such 
bonds. Therefore, the only judgments at present for the payment of 
which appropriations are necessary are those in Chapman vs. The State, 
and Nelson vs. The State. These, principal and interest, amount to 
little more than two thousand dollars. 

RECAPITULATION. 

Actions Other than Indian Was Bond Casks. 

Title. Nature. Am't. Sued For. 

Chapman vs. State Damages (principal and interest) $1,620 95 

Kelley vs. State Damages 50,000 00 

Nelson vs. State Damages (principal and interest) 605 75 

Denning vs. State Damages 20,500 00 

Melvin vs. State Damages 25,554 50 

DeLong vs. State Damages 10,100 00 

Mace vs. State Damages 3,000 00 

Fresno Milling Co. vs. State Damages 490,000 00 

Holman vs. State Swamp-land warrant 280 00 

Mullan vs. State Services 45,616 30 

Total $647,277 50 

Judgments against the State — 

Chapman vs. State, principal and interest $1,481 45 

Nelson vs. State, principal and interest 605 75 

Total 2,087 20 

Balance $645,190 30 

Undisposed of— 
Denning vs. State 20,500 00 

Balance— Judgments in favor of State $624,690 30 

Indian War Bond Casks. 

Decided (1851 bonds and coupons) •_ 4 

Pending (1852 bonds and coupons) 4 

Total 8 

Face value of 1851 bonds and coupons in cases decided $44,300 00 

Interest in cases decided (approximate) 150,000 00 

Face value of 1852 bonds and coupons in cases pending 80,342 17 

Interest sued for in cases pending (approximate) 265,000 00 

Total $539,642 17 

Less face value of all bonds and coupons «. 124,642 17 

Balance— being interest saved to the State by the Molineaux decision _ $4j.5,000 00 

Total saving to the State in suits other than War Bonds $624,690 30 

Interest on War Bonds 415,000 00 



Total $1,039,690 00 
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<&) Southern Pacific Company vs. The Board of Railroad Com- 
missioners of the State of California. 

On September 12, 1895, the Board of Railroad Commissioners of this 
State adopted a resolution to subject the then existing grain rates of the 
Southern Pacific Company and its leased lines to a reduction of eight 
per cent. 

Subsequently, a schedule of rates in accordance with this resolution 
was prepared by the Board, and on September 26, 1895, served upon 
the Southern Pacific Company. 

On September 13, 1895, the Board passed another resolution contem- 
plating an investigation of the general freight rates, other than grain, of 
the Southern Pacific Company and its leased lines, and a twenty-five 
per cent reduction of those rates if such reduction was found to be feasible. 
This twenty-five per cent reduction, if made, was to include all reduc- 
tions made in such rates by the companies themselves since December 1, 
1894. No action whatever was taken by the Board under this second 
resolution. 

On October 14, 1895, a bill in equity was filed in the United States 
Circuit Court for this district by the Southern Pacific Company (as the 
representative, under certain alleged leases, of nine railroad corporations 
comprising its so-called " Pacific System") against the Board of Rail- 
road Commissioners of this State, to restrain that Board from taking 
any kind or character of action whatever under either of the resolutions 
above referred to, or from making any reduction whatever in freight or 
passenger rates upon the leased lines of the Southern Pacific Company* 
or from enforcing or attempting to enforce in any manner any schedule 
or schedules of reduced rates whatever upon such leased lines. 

The grounds upon which this application for an injunction was made 
were numerous, the principal ones being, that any reduction in rates 
would be unreasonable and would render it impossible for the Southern 
Pacific Company and its lessors to meet their expenses of operation and 
fixed charges; and that the provisions of the Constitution of this State, 
creating the Board of Railroad Commissioners and prescribing its 
powers and duties, are in conflict with the Fourteenth Amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States. 

It will thus be seen that the ultimate result of this action is of vital 
importance to every citizen of the State ; for it strikes at the very ex- 
istence of our State Board of Railroad Commissioners. 

The complaint was accompanied by certain affidavits in support of 
the application for an injunction. Upon the filing of this complaint 
and these affidavits, the Court issued a temporary restraining order 
against the Railroad Commissioners ; and notice of an application to the ; 
Court for an injunction pendente lite was at once served upon the Boards 
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12 REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Owing to the importance of the case, and the immense amount of work 
involved in it, the Board of Railroad Commissioners employed, with my 
consent, Hon. Robert Y. Hayne, Hon. W. W. Foote, and Hon. J. C. 
Daly, as assistant counsel. For the same reasons, and as it is provided 
by Section 4 of the Railroad Commissioners Act, approved April 15, 
1880 (Statutes of 1880, p. 45), that it is the duty of the Attorney-Gen- 
eral " to appear in all suits and proceedings to which the Board is a 
party," and that such suits and proceedings " shall have precedence over 
all other business except criminal business" I at once devoted every 
possible attention to this case, from October 14, 1895, to May 19, 1896, 
during which time all other business in the office was promptly trans- 
acted. 

Two days prior to the time set for hearing the motion for an injunc- 
tion pendente lite, counsel for the Southern Pacific Company filed an 
amendment to their bill of complaint. This necessitated a postpone- 
ment of the hearing. 

On December 9, 1895, after notice and argument, the Court permitted 
the United States, for the purpose of protecting its interest as a creditor 
of the Central Pacific Railroad Company (one of the complainant's 
lessors), to intervene. This necessitated another delay. 

Finally, the hearing of the motion was definitely fixed for January 
6th, of this year. On January 4th, two days before the hearing, com- 
plainant filed an amended bill; but, on motion of the defendants, and 
to prevent further delay, the Court, when the motion for an injunction 
pendente lite came on to be heard, ordered the amended bill withdrawn. 
The hearing was then proceeded with. 

During the hearing there were two continuances. The first was granted 
at the request of the complainant, in order that it might procure affida- 
vits in rebuttal of certain evidence adduced on behalf of the Railroad 
Commissioners. This continuance delayed proceedings from January 
21st to March 10th. The second was necessitated by the illness of Judge 
McKenna, before whom the matter was heard. It occurred in the midst 
of my argument; and was from March 19th to March 31st. 

With the exception of these continuances, the hearing occupied the 
full time of Court and counsel from January 6th to May 19th, of this 
year — a period of more than four months. 

The questions presented and argued were numerous, and the amount 
of work necessary to the presentation of the matter can only be appre- 
ciated by those who participated in it. Some idea of it, however, may 
be gathered from the fact that affidavits were put in evidence on behalf 
of the Railroad Commissioners aggregating more than two thousand 
pages of closely printed matter. The argument occupied twenty-nine 
days. 
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The motion for injunction pendente lite was finally submitted to the 
Court on May 19 > 1896; but no decision upon that motion has yet been 
rendered. 

(c) Railroad Tax Suits. 

Several vexed questions relative to the taxation of railroads by the 
State Board of Equalization have been finally determined since I took 
office. 

First — The Six Suits Brought by the State against the Companies Owning 
Roads in This State Which Are Leased to the Southern Pacific 
Company. 

These suits were instituted by the Controller to recover the State and 
County taxes assessed upon the railroads of the companies in question 
for the year 1887. Judgment in favor of the State was rendered by the 
Superior Court; and an appeal to the Supreme Court had been consum- 
mated and the cases argued and submitted to that Court for its decision 
when the last Biennial Report of this office was made. (See Attorney- 
General's Report for 1893 and 1894, pp. 5 and 6.) ' 

On the day before my term of office began, the Supreme Court of this 
State affirmed the judgment of the lower court in all of these cases. 

Four of the defendants satisfied the judgments against them at once. 
The other two — the Central Pacific Railroad Company and the Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company — sued out writs of error to the Supreme Court 
of the United States, on the alleged ground that their Federal franchises 
had been included in the assessments. The United States Supreme 
Court refused to disturb the judgments of the State courts ; and these 
judgments were also satisfied. 

This ended in favor of the State a long and bitter fight on the part of 
the railroad companies against the scheme of taxation prescribed for 
them by our Constitution and Statutes. 

Second — Atlantic and Pacific Railroad Company Cases. 

The Atlantic and Pacific Railroad Company, a Federal corporation, 
operates certain rolling-stock over that portion of the railroad of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company which lies between Mohave and The 
Needles in this State. This company has, for a number of years, dis- 
puted the right of the State Board of Equalization to assess its rolling- 
stock. 

On May 23, 1894, the receivers of this company commenced an action 
in the United States Circuit Court for this district against the State 
Treasurer to recover taxes for the year 1895, which had been paid by 
the company under protest. This case was entitled Reinhart, etc., et al. vs. 
McDonald, and was pending, upon an unargued demurrer to the com- 
plaint, when I took office. 
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The demurrer was submitted on briefs last October; and the ques- 
tions involved were thoroughly argued to the Court. The cause was 
decided on August 17th of this year, our demurrer being sustained, the 
Court holding that the assessment was properly levied. 

In addition to representing the State, through its Treasurer, in this 
case, I have also filed, in the name of the State, two petitions in the 
receivership proceedings against this company, now pending in the 
United States Circuit Court, for the taxes of 1894 and 1895, which the 
company refused to pay. The right of the State to recover upon these 
petitions was determined by the decision in the Reinhart case, in favor 
of the State. 

Third — Other Railroad Taxes. 

Two other small railroad companies have, during my incumbency, 
failed to pay their taxes within the time prescribed by law. In one 
instance I succeeded in obtaining a settlement without suit. In the 
other, I have commenced proceedings to enforce payment. 

(d) Oakland Water Front Cases. 

First — In the Supreme Court of the United States, 

On November 9, 1893, a suit in equity was commenced by my prede- 
cessor in the Supreme Court of the United States against the Southern 
Pacific Company, a Kentucky corporation, to quiet the title of tlie State 
to certain portions of the Oakland water front property. This had been 
briefed, argued, and submitted to the Court for its decision before my 
term of office began. The Court held that the City of Oakland and the 
Oakland Water Front Company, a California corporation, were indis- 
pensable parties defendant; and that it was without jurisdiction to 
entertain an original controversy between a State and citizens of another 
State and of the same State. For this reason, the suit was, on March 
18, 1895, dismissed by the Court. 

A memorandum of costs and a notice of motion to tax the same before 
the Clerk of the United States Supreme Court were served upon me 
shortly after the dismissal of the suit. The amount of costs claimed by 
thi defendant was $7,765 89. I demanded a specification of items, with 
the result that the amount claimed was reduced to $6,143 39. I imme- 
diately made every preparation to appear before the Clerk of the Court 
at Washington and resist the taxation of these costs. A few days before 
the time set for the hearing of this matter, I received a letter from that 
official, in which he stated that " If there is any contention between the 
parties as to what is proper to be taxed, it will have to be made before 
the court when it meets at the next term. There is no provision of law 
for my hearing or deciding any contention as to taxation, and, for this 
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reason, it will not be necessary for the parties to be here on the date 
noticed for the taxation." 

Relying upon this letter, I did not appear before the Clerk "on the 
date noticed for the taxation." Very much to my surprise, however, I 
received a letter from that Clerk, a few weeks later, stating that the 
costs had been taxed on that date at $6,025 35, and requesting me to 
" collect and remit the amount." 

I immediately moved the Court to annul this taxation of the costs by 
the Clerk, and to order a re-taxation, so that I might be afforded an 
opportunity to appear and resist the matter on behalf of the State. I 
based this motion upon the extraordinary and inexcusable action of the 
Clerk. The motion was very promptly granted. 

The date for re-taxation was finally fixed for May 2d of this year. I 
therefore prepared and filed a brief resisting the taxation of the costs, 
upon various grounds. I have never received any official notification 
of what action, if any, was taken by the Clerk of the Supreme Court in 
this matter. 

Second — In the Supreme Court of this State. 

The case of People of the State of California vs. The Oakland Water 
Front Company, and others, referred to at page 12 of the last Biennial 
Report of this office, is still pending in the Supreme Court of this State. 
I obtained permission of that Court to file some additional points and 
authorities in that case ; and it was submitted to the Court for its final 
decision on August 10th last. 

The submission of this case was delayed in order that it might be 
considered by the Supreme Court in connection with a number of cases 
brought by the City of Oakland affecting the same property and involving 
some of the same questions. 

(e) National Bank Taxation. 

The right to tax the personal property of National Banks, and the 
taxation of the shares of such banks in the hands of stockholders, are 
unsettled questions in this State. At the request of the State Board of 
Equalization, I made a thorough examination of the law bearing upon 
both of these propositions, and advised that they be tested in the courts. 

At the request of the Controller, I have recently instituted a suit in 
the name of the State against the National Bank of D. O. Mills & Co., 
of Sacramento. This suit is to recover taxes upon both the real and 
personal property of that bank; and in it the question as to the right to 
tax such personal property is involved. 
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(/) State Bank Cases. 

By Section 11 of the Bank Commissioners Act, as amended in 1895 
(Statutes of 1895, pp. 175 and 176), it is made my duty, upon notifica- 
tion, by the Bank Commissioners, of certain matters enumerated in 
that section, to institute injunction proceedings against insolvent banks 
and their directors. 

I have commenced suits of this character against the following bank- 
ing corporations: 

The Merced Bank; 

Perris Valley Bank; 

Savings Bank of San Diego County; 

Riverside Banking Company; 

Bank of Mendocino; and 

Bank of National City. 

In all of these cases, excepting that against the Bank of National 
City (which was commenced only a few days since), the injunctions 
sought have been granted; and the business of the corporations pro- 
ceeded against is now being wound up under the supervision of the 
Board of Bank Commissioners. 

These cases involve much time and work; and necessitate one or 
two trips to each of the counties in which the banks are located. 

(g) Leave-to-Sue Cases. 

On the docket of my predecessor there were 37 " leave-to-sue " cases 
undisposed of when I took office. Since then I have granted permis- 
sion to use the name of the State in 42 cases. The status of these cases 
is shown by the copy of my " Leave-to-Sue " Docket, annexed to this 
report. 

(h) Miscellaneous. 

In addition to the civil cases I have specifically mentioned — 38 in 
number — and the " leave-to-sue " cases, there are 120 others upon my 
dockets, involving various questions of more or less importance. The 
procedure in all, and the present status or former disposition of each, are 
shown in the copies of my Civil Dockets, which accompany this report. 

It will thus be seen that during my incumbency the civil cases upon 
the dockets of my office number 158; and the civil and " leave-to-sue " 
cases together number 237. 
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GENERAL RECAPITULATION. 
(a) Letters and Opinions: 

Written opinions : ^ 799 

Letters 1,812 

Total letters and opinions 2,611 

(6) Criminal Cases: 

Undisposed o! on docket when I took office 34 

Entered on docket since January 7, 1896 143 

Total 177 

Death Penalty Cases: 

Affirmed 14 

Reversed 1 

Total 15 

(c) Civil Cases: 

Under Enabling Act of 1893 18 

Railroad Commission case 1 

State railroad tax suits ... 10 

Oakland Water Front cases 2 

National Bank taxation case 1 

State bank cases 6 

Miscellaneous civil cases 120 

Total 168 

Leave-to-Sue cases , 79 

Total Civil and Leave-to-Sue cases 237 



STATE BOARD OF EXAMINERS. 

One of the most important, and at the same time one of the most 
arduous, of my official duties is serving as a member of the State Board 
of Examiners. 

With the exception of the period during which, under the law, it was 
my duty to devote my entire time and attention not required by criminal 
business to the Railroad Commission case, I have attended, either in 
person, or by my Assistant, almost every meeting of the Board. In 
fact, I have attended more meetings than a literal performance of my 
duty in that regard would have required; for, in order to facilitate 
matters and to accommodate those having claims against the State, the 
Board has, during most of the present administration, held weekly 
instead of the statutory bi-weekly meetings. 

Furthermore, in addition to passing orally upon a large number of 
legal questions arising during the Board meetings, I have given the 
Board more than eighty written opinions upon every variety of subject, 
many of them embracing from two to six questions. Thirty-seven of 
these written opinions, involving the rejection or allowance of more 
than fifty claims against the State, and the examination of several 
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complicated abstracts of proceedings for the issuance of county bonds, 
were given during the pendency of the proceedings in the Railroad 
Commission case. 

LIBRARY. 

When I took office, the entire working library at my disposal con- 
sisted of two broken sets of California Reports, Codes, and Statutes, a 
few old text-books on criminal law, and a partial set of United States 
Statutes at Large. Its total inadequacy was so manifest that the Leg- 
islature passed the following Act, which was approved on March 16, 
1895 (Statutes of 1895, p. 65) : 

Section 1. The State Librarian is hereby required to supply the office of the Attor- 
ney-General with all the law books deemed necessary by the Attorney-General for the 
conduct of the business of said office. Such books shall be taken from the Law Library 
of the State when the same are in possession of the library in duplicate, and transferred 
by him to the Attorney-General's office for permanent use therein; and when such 
books are not so possessed in duplicate, the State Librarian shall purchase the same for 
said purpose, and he shall from time to time thereafter so supply such further books as 
the Attorney-General may require. The Controller of the State shaU draw his warrant 
on the order of the Librarian for the amounts necessary for such purchases, not to 
exceed five thousand dollars, and the Treasurer is hereby required to pay the same out 
of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated. 

Sec. 2. This Act shall take effect immediately. 

Under this Act the library of the office has grown to be one of nearly 
fifteen hundred volumes; and while some of the duplicate books sup- 
plied by the State Librarian from the State Library are old editions, 
those which have been purchased are well selected, and have proved 
indispensable. 

Of the $5,000 appropriated by the Act, only $2,781 54 has been 
expended. Therefore, there is still an unexpended balance of $2,218 46. 



APPROPRIATIONS AND EXPENDITURES. 

For the last half of the forty-sixth fiscal year — January 7 to June 30, 
1895 (the first' six months of my term), the expenses of the office, other 
than official salaries, amounted to $1,892 73. 

For the first half of the same fiscal year (the six months immediately 
preceding my term), the expenses of the office, other than salaries, 
aggregated $2,100 99. 

This shows a decrease in the expenditures of the office, notwithstand- 
ing the fact that at the beginning of my term it became necessary to 
incur the extra expense of moving into and fitting up new offices in San 
Francisco, including shelving for the library. 

For the forty-seventh fiscal year, which ended on the 30th of last 
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June, the general appropriations for my office, other than salaries, were 
as follows: 

For postage, expressage, telegraphing, and contingent expenses... $500 00 
For costs and expenses of suits wherein the State is a party in in- 
terest 3,000 00 

For traveling expenses 500 00 

For office rent in San Francisco 480 00 

Total $4,480 00 

Out of these appropriations, I made during that year the following 
expenditures: 

For postage, contingent expenses, etc $499 53 

For traveling expenses 172 60 

For costs and expenses of suits 1,023 27 

For rent San Francisco office 480 00 

Total $2,175 40 

This left an unexpended balance of $2,304 60, or more than half of 
the appropriations, which was covered back into the Treasury: 

This compares even more favorably with the expenditures of past 
years. In the forty-third fiscal year the expenses of the office, exclusive 
of salaries, amounted to $4,684 50; for the forty-fourth, $4,593 75; and 
for the forty-fifth, $3,233 25. 

While, in the aggregate, the annual appropriations are sufficient to 
meet the current expenses of the office, they are not properly appor- 
tioned. Both the appropriation for contingent expenses and that for 
rent of the San Francisco office are too small. This is particularly 
true of the latter. 

Annexed to this report are copies of all my dockets, showing the 
present status of all State litigation. 

Respectfully submitted. 

W. F. FITZGERALD, 

Attorney-General. 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET OF CRIMINAL CASES IN 



Title of Cause. 



I In What 
j County Tried 
( and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 



Crim. 21010— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. E. P. Daniels and Joseph 
Hutchings, Appellants. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Graham & Terry, Marcus 
PQlasky, Frank Short for Appellants. 



Superior Court i Criminal— 
ol Fresno 
County. i 



By information- 
Conspiracy. 



Crim. 21062— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. William Bray, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; J. M. Thompson & Son 
for Appellant. 



Crim. 21081— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. C. E. K. Royce, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Keddy, Campbell & Met- 
son for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Sonoma 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information — 
Furnishing in- 
toxicating liq'rs 
to Indians. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By indictment - 
Embezzlement. 



Crim. 21082— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. W. M. Leman, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- General, for 
Respondent; Terry & Williams, Say les 
& Caldwell for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information — 
Selling liquors to 
Indians. 



Crim. 21083— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. John Goodrich, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; Ross Campbell for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 



Criminal. 



By information — 
Selling intoxica- 
ting liquors to 
Indians. 



Crim. 21084— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Louisa Worthington, Appel- 
lant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Respondent; Robert Ferral, 
Burnette G. Haskell for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Murder. 



Crim. 21094— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Richard Ward, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Augustus Tilden for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. By information- 
Murder. 
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THE SUPREME COURT OP THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Feb. 4, 1892. 
Verdict April 21, 1892. guilty as 
charged, judgment May 9, 1892, 
E. P. Daniels, fine of $150 or 75 
days in County Jail; Joseph 
Hutchings, fine of $50 or 25 
days. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 1, 1892. 



Transcript filed April 21, 1893. 
Appellants' brief Bled July 26, 
1893. Respondent's brief 'filed 
Oct. 6, 1893. Appellants' reply 
brief tiled Dec. 11, 1893. Judg- 
ment affirmed and appeal from 
the order denying a new trial 
dismissed Dec. 26, 1894. 



Office No. 1. 
Reported in 105 
Cal. 262. 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 21, 1893. 
Verdict Oct. 5, 1893, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Oct. 9, 1893, 
two years. Notice of appeal 
filed Oct. 23, 1893. 



Transcri pt filed Nov. 10, 1893. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Nov. 15, 
1893. Respondent's brief filed 
Dec. 22, 1893. Judgment and 
order affirmed Dec. 31, 1894. 



Office No. 2. 
105 Cal. 344. 



Closed. 



'Indictment filed 'June 2, 1893. 
Verdict Sept. 26, 1893, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Oct 31, 
1893, seven years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Nov. 6, 1893. 



Information tiled Sept. 4, 1893. 
Verdict Oct. 17, 1893, guilty. 
Judgment Oct. 27, 1893, three 
months. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 26, 189a 



Transcript filed Jan. 23, 1894. Ap- Office No. 3. 
pellant's brief filed Feb. 23, 1894. Revrsd. on gr'nd 
Respondent's brief tiled March of insufficiency 
1, 1894. Appellant's reply brief of evidence, 
filed March 20, 1894. Judgment 106 Cal. 173. 
and order affirmed Aug. 14, 1894. 
Judgment of Department 2 va- 
cated and rehearing ordered in 
Bank, October Term, Sept. 13, 
1894. Submitted Nov. 15, 1894. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and cause remanded for a new 



trial Feb. 28, 1895. 



Transcript filed Jan. 25, 1894. Sub- 
mitted on briefs on file in cause 
No. 21062, Sept. 11, 1894. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed Dec. 
31, 1894. 



Closed. 



Office No. 4. 
Unreportd cases, 
105 Cal. 

Closed. 



Information filed Oct. 3, 1893. 
Verdict Nov. 15, 1893, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Nov. 27, 
1893, eighteen months. Notice 
of appeal filed Jan. 2, 1894. 



Transcript filed Jan. 30, 1894. Sub- 1 Office No. 5. 
mitted on briefs on file in cause Unreportd cases, 
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No. 21062, Sept. 11, 1894. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed Dec. 
31, 1894. 



Information tiled June 14, 1893. 
Verdict Aug. 11, 1893, guilty of 
murder second degree. Judg- 
ment Sept. 23, 1893, twenty-five 
years. Notice of appeal filed 
Sept. 27, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 30, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief tiled Jan. 18, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed July 10, 
1894. Judgment and order re- 
versed and cause remanded for a 
new trial Dec. 22, 1894. 



105 Cal. 
Closed. 



Office No. 6. 
Error in admit* 

ting evidence. 
105 Cal. 166. 

Closed. 



Information filed July 12. 1893. i Transcript filed Feb. 5, 1894. Ap- 
Verdict Nov. 9, 1893. Guilty of pellant f s brief tiled March 23, 
murder first degree. Judgment 1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Nov. 25, 1893, life. Notice of April 21, 1894. Judgment and 
appeal filed Dec. 5, 1893. order affirmed Dec. 31, 1894. 



Office No. 7. 
105 Cal. 335. 



Closed. 
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Attobnby-Gbnmal's Docket of Cbimikal Casks in 



Title of Cause. 



. In What 

County Tried 
| and Adjudged. 



Crim. 21090— The People, etc., Respond- 1 Superior Court 
ent, vs. W. L. Eppinger, Appellant. , ot San Fran- 
W. P. Fitzgerald! Attorney-General, , ciso. 
for Respondent ; D. L. Smoot for Apel- 
lant. 



n *.«.«♦—«# Mode of Proaecu- 

C a SS5? I tlon and Nature 
Action. | of Cri 



Criminal..' By information — 



Intent to defraud. 



Crim. 2L104— The People, etc., Respond- • Superior Court 
ent, vs. Un Dong, Appellant. W. F. \ of Sta. Clara 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- ' County, 
spondent; C. D. Wright, D. W. Burch- 
ard for Appellant. 



Criminal.. 



By information — 
Assault with in- 
tent to commit 
murder. 



Crim. 21105— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Winnie Stanton, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; John L. Love, A. O. 
Colton for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of 8an Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By information — 
Assault with 

caustic chemical. 



Crim. 21107— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. W. F. Baird, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent : Seth Mann, W. H. Hatton, 
Goucher, Jacobs & Jones, W. A. Harris 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court , Criminal, 
of Fresno i 
County. 



By indictment — 
Forgery. 



! 



Crim. 21109— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Wm. Gibson and Chas. Gibson, 
Appellants. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Respondent ; Mahon 
& Laird, Carroll Cook for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of Kern 

County. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Murder. 



Crim. 21112— The People, etc., Respond- SuperiorCourt 
ent, vs. U. B. McSweeuey, Appellant. ' of San Ber- 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, nardino Co. 
for Respondent ; Byron Waters, A. B. 
Paris for Appellant. 



Criminal. 



By information- 
Murder. 



Crim. 21118— The People, etc., Respond- ! SuperiorCourt 
ent, vs. Alfred M. Dilwood, Appellant. ' of Fresno 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, ! County, 
for Respondent ; 8. J. Hinds for Ap- i 
pellant. ' 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Burglary. 
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the Supreme Court of the State of California — Continued. 



I 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. • 



Information filed Dec. 18, 1893. 
Verdict Jan. 10, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Jan. 19, 1894, 
fourteen years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Jan. 19, 1894. 



Information filed Sept 29, 1893. 
Verdict Nov. 8, 1893, guilty of 
assault with deadly weapon. 
Judgment Nov. 22, 1893, two 

J ears. Notice of appeal filed 
an. 15, 1894. 



Information filed Oct. 4, 1893. 
Verdict Dec. 18, 1893. guilty as 
charged. Judgment Dec. 22, 1893, 
five years. Notice of appeal filed 
Feb. 10, 1894. 



Information filed Dec. 5, 1891. 
Verdict May 12, 1892, guilty as 
charged. Judgment May 28, 1892, 
six years. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 17, 1892. 



Information filed Dec. 31, 1891. 
Verdict March 30, 1893, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
June 12, 1893, life. Notice of ap- 
peal filed July 21, 1893. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Transcript filed March 7, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed April 6, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
April 25, 1894. Judgment and 
order reversed and cause re- 
manded to Superior Court Dec. 
7, 1894. 



Transcript filed March 23, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed March 31, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
April 9, 1894. Judgment and 
order reversed Feb. 7, 1895. 



Transcript filed March 26, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed May 12, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
May 16, 1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed Feb. 25, 1895. 



Transcript filed Dec. 29, 1893. 
Appellant's brief tiled July 14, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
July 23, 1894. Appellant's reply 
brief filed Aug. 24, 1894. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed Dec. 20, 
1894. Filed petition for rehearing 
Jan. 7, 1895. Rehearing denied 
Jan. 19, 1895. 



Office No. 8. 

Information de- 
fective in not 
alleging name 
forged was of 
corporation or 
partnership, 
when charged 
to be fictitious. 

105 Cal. 36. 

Closed. 



Office No. 9. 

Error in refusing 
to admit evi- 
dence on cross- 
examination, 
and allowing 
examination 
tending to de- 
grade witness. 

106 Cal. 83. 

Closed. 



Office No. 10. 
106 Cal. 139. 



Closed. 



Office No. 11. 
105 Cal. 126. 



Closed. 



Transcript filed March 29, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed June 29, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
July 11, 1894. Appellant's reply 
brief filed July 17, 1894. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed March 
19, 1895. Filed petition for re- 
hearing March 29, 1895. Rehear- 
ing denied April 5, 1895. 



Information filed Aug. 2, 1893. | Transcript filed April 2, 1894. Ap- 
Verdict October 7, 1893, guilty of pellant's brief filed June 25, 
murder first degree. Judgment 1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Oct. 23, 1893, life. Notice of ap- i July 5, 1894. Judgment and 
peal filed Dec. 2, 189a ! order affirmed Dec. 31, 1894. 



Information filed July 13, 1893. 
Verdict March 13, 1894, guilty of 
burglary, first degree.. Judg- 
ment March 9, 1894, fifteen years. 
Notice of appeal filed March 19, 
1894. 



Application for writ of probable 
cause filed April 13, 1894 ; granted 
April 13, 1894. 



Office No. 12. 
106 Cal. 458. 



Closed. 



Office No. 13. 
Unreported cases, 
105 Cal. 

Closed. 



Office No. 14. 
Unreported cases 



Closed. 
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Attobnby-Gbnkral's Docxkt of Criminal Cases in 



1 In What 
Title of Cause. 1 County Tried 
1 and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 21120— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Richard Anderson, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; Ford & Burnell for 
Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Humboldt 
County. 

Superior Court 
of Fresno 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 21121— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Afred M. Dilwood, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; S. J. Hinds for Appel- 
lant. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Burglary. 


Crim. 21123— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. William Leary, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent: W. A. Kearney, C. F. 
Lacy, Patrick Reddy for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
oi Monterey 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 











Crim. 21129— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Patrick J. Collins, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; G. E. Colwell, P. C. Har- 
lan for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. . 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 21130— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Wing Dem, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; S. J. Hinds for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Kings 
County. 


Criminal. 


By information — 
Burglary. 


Crim. 21132— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. B. F. Napthaiy, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Carroll Cook for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. 


By information — 
Assisting prison- 
ers to escape. 


Crim. 21133— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. E. Lehman, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; W. R. Jacobs, F. H. Gould 
for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Criminal. 


By information- 
Seduction. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Sept. 28, 1893. 
Verdict Dec. 8, 1893, guilty of 
manslaughter. Judgment Dec. 
16, 1893, six and one half years. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 20, 
1893. 



Transcript filed April 20, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed May 14, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
May 18, 1894. Judgment and 
order reversed and cause re- 
manded for new trial Dec. 7, 1894. 
Petition for rehearing filed Jan. 
4, 1894. Rehearing denied. 



Office No. 15. 

Error in refusing 
to admit evi- 
dence on cross-' 
examination 
showing bias of 
witness. 

105 Cal. 32. 

Closed. 



Information filed July 12. 1893. 
Verdict March 13, 1894, guilty of 
burglary first degree. Judgment 
March 19, 1894. fifteen years. 
Notice of appeal filed March 19, 
1894. 



Transcript filed April 23, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed Oct. 4, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Oct. 16, 1894. Judgment and order 
affirmed Feb. 12, 1895. 



Office No. 16. 
Unreported cases, 
106 Cal. 



Closed 



Information filed Oct 3, 1893. 
Verdict Nov. 27, 1893, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Jan. 4, 1894, death. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Jan. 5, 1894. 



Transcript filed April 30, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed May 28, 

1894. Respondent's brief filed 
June 9, 1894. Appellant's reply 
brief filed June 25, 1894. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed Jan. 5, 

1895. Filed petition for rehear- 
ing Jan. 25, 1895. Rehearing de- 
nied Feb. 2, 1895. 



Office Mo. 17. 
105 Cal. 486. 



Closed. 



Information filed Nov. 22, 1893. 
Verdict Jan. 12, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Feb. 3. VJ94. death. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Feb. 7, 1894. 



Transcript filed May 27, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed June 13, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed July 5, 
1894. Judgment and order af- 
firmed Jan. 5, 1895. 



Office No. 18. 
105 Cal. 504. 



Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 23, 1893. 
Verdict Jan. 31, 1894, guilty of 
burglary, first degree. Judg- 
ment Feb. 6, 1894, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Feb. 20, 
1894. 



Transcript filed May 31, 1894. Affi- 
davit of service of transcript filed 
July 15, 1895. Appeal dismissed 
August 12, 1895. 



Office No. 19. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed March 23, 1892. 
Verdict Feb. 27, 1893, guilty as 
charged. Judgment March 14, 
1893, $1,000 fine or imprisonment 
in County Jail 500 days. Notice 
of appeal filed March 15, 1893. 



Transcript filed June 5, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed July 13, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed July 19, 
1894. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Sept. 25, 1894. Judgment 
and order reversed and the Court 
directed to set aside information 
against defendant Jan. 17, 1895. 



Office No. 20. 

Error of magis- 
trate not in- 
forming defend- 
ant of right to 
employ counsel, 
and continuing 
preliminary ex- 
amination to 
employ counsel. 

105 Cal. 641. 

Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 1, 1894. 
Verdict March 22, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment March 23. 
1894, fine $500. Notice of appeal 
filed April 25, 1894. 



Office No. 21. 



Transcript filed June 4, 1894. Ap- < 
pellant^s brief filed June 15, 1894. 104 Cal. 631. 
Respondent's brief filed June 27, 
1894. Appellant's reply brief 
filed July 31, 1894. Judgment 
and order affirmed Dec. 3, 1894. Closed. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attornsy-Gjenibal's Doctkt of Criminal Cases ik 



Title of Cause. 


In What ' 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


r-u— «♦«,«*' Mode of Prosecu- 
ch f ™f / J? rof , tion and Nature 
Action. | of crime. 


Crim. 21134— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Domingo Borda, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; Paris & Allison for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Misdemeanor. 


Crim. 21140— The People, etc.. Respond- 
ent, vs. Martin Jochinsky, Alex. Schen- 
koosky, alias Alex. Sinko, Appellants. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; Robert Ferral for 
Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. 


By information — 
Burglary. 


Crim. 21145— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. H. M. Leonard, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; Morehouse, Tuttle & 
Richards for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa 
Clara Co. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment- 
Embezzlement. 


Crim .21147— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Enoch G. Bidleman, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; James H. Long, 
Eugene N. Duprey for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Embezzlement. 


Crim. 21 148— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. W. H. S.wearinger, Respondent. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Appellant; J. A. Cooper for Re- 
spondent. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Mendo- 
cino County. 


Criminal- 


By information — 
Altering and de- 
facing ear-mark 
of a steer with 
intent to steal 
and prevent iden- 
tification. 


Crim. 21150— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Jaun Millan, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Carroll Cook for Appel- 
lant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Ventura 
County. 


Criminal.- 


By information — 
Obtaining money 
by false pre- 
tenses. 


Crim. 21152— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Louis Hertz and Dora Hertz, 
Appellants. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Respondent ; Robert 
Ferral, James Naptnaly for Appel- 
lants. 


SuperiorCourt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Receiving stolen 
goods. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information tiled Aug. 16, 1883. 
Verdict Nov. 9, 1893, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Nov. 13, 
1893, fine $350 or imprisonment 
one day for each $2. Notice of ap- 
peal filed May 29, 1894. 



Transcript filed June 6, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed June 27, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed July 31, 
1894. Judgment and order af- 
firmed Jan. 17, 1895. 



Office No. 22. 
105 Cal. 636. 



Closed. 



Information filed Nov. 15. 1893. Transcript filed June 26, 1894. 
Verdict Dec. 15, 1893, guilty of Appellant's brief filed Aug. 14, 
burglary first degree. Judgment; 1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Jan. 15, 1894, Martin Jochinsky, i Aug. 24, 1894. Judgment and 
ten years. Notice of appeal order affirmed April 2, 1895. 
filed Jan. 18, 1894. 



Office No. 23. 
106 Cal. 638. 



Closed. 



Indictment filed Jan. 16, 



1894. 
as 



Verdict April 30, 1894, guilty 
charged. Judgment May 14, 1894, 
three years. Notice of appeal 
filed May 5, 1894. 



Transcript filed July 9, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed July 28, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed Aug. 6, 
1894. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Aug. 10, 1894. Judgment 
and order affirmed Mar. 9, 1895. 
Petition for rehearing filed Mar. 
19, 1895. Rehearing denied April 
2, 1895. 



Office No. 24. 
106 Cal. 305. 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 22. 1892. 
Verdict Aug. 16, 1893, guilty of 
embezzling $717 65, with recom- 
mendation to mercy. Judgment 
Oct 13, 1893, four years. Notice 
of appeal filed Oct. 19, 1893. 



Transcript filed July 10, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed Aug. 4. 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Aug. 22, 1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed Dec. 3, 1894. 



Office No. 25. 
104 Cal. 608. 



Closed. 



Information filed Oct. 11, 1893. 
Demurrer filed Nov. 13, 1893. 
Demurrer sustained Nov. 13, 1893. 
Notice of appeal filed Jan. 20, 
1894. 



Transcript filed July 16, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed July 28, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
July 26, 1894. Appellant's reply 
brief filed Aug. 2, 1894. Appeal 
dismissed Jan. 14, 1895. 



Office No. 26. 

Appeal dismissed 
for failure of 
District Attor- 
ney to serve 
notice of ap- 
peal. Case not 
reported. 

105 Cal. (case not 
reported). 

Closed. 



Information filed June 16, 1893. 
Verdict June 26, 1893, guilty as 
charged. Judgment June 30, 
1893, seven years. Notice of 
appeal filed June 25, 1894. 



Transcript filed July 18, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed Sept. 7, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Sept. 27, 1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed March 9. 1895. 



Office No. 27. 
106 Cal. 320. 



Closed. 



Information filed April 18, 1894. 
Verdict May 23, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment June 1, 1894, 
four vears. Notice of appeal 
filed June 4, 1894. 



Transcript filed June 24, 1894. 
Appellants' brief filed Nov. 12, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Nov. 19, 1894. Judgment and 
order reversed ana cause re- 
manded for a new trial Jan. 24, 
1895. 



Office No. 28. 

Erroneous in- • 
struction on 
credibility of 
witnesses' and 
charging jury 
with reference 
to matters of 
fact. 

105 Cal. 660. 

Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attornby-Gjenbbal's Docket of Criminal Casks in 



Title of Cause. 


In What lni«— *♦*»«# 
County Tried ch K3£J? ' 
and Adjudged. ' Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 21154— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Charles Garcia, alias Ramon 
Herrara, Appellant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Respondent ; 
Alexander Campbell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— 
Robbery. 


Crim. 21155— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. William Young, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; Wallace M. Pent for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Monterey 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 21156— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. W. M. Fredericks, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; Geo. E. Colwell for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 21158— The People, etc., Repond- 
ent, vs. Fremont Smith, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; Edwin Swinford for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Colusa 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 21161— The People etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Chin Hane, Hoey Yen Sing, 
Appellants. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Respondent; A. L. 
Hart for Hoey Yen Sing, G. L. and 
H. W. Johnson for Chin Hane, Appel- 
lants. 


Superior Court 
of Sacra- 
mento Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 21162— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Eugene F. West, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; J. N. E. Wilson, Myer 
Jacobs, Robert Ferrall for Appellant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 21163— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. George B. Smith, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- General, 
for Respondent; A. J. Ridge, C. W. 
Cross for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Nevada 
County. 


Criminal,. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 21164— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. R. 0. Clark, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Lamberson & Middlecoff, 
C. L. Russell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Criminal— 


By information — 
Robbery. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Dec. 27, 1893. 
Verdict Jan. 18, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Feb. 9, 1894. 
twenty years. Notice of appeal 
filed March 19, 1894. 



Transcript filed July 28, 1894. 
Appellants brief filed Sept. 24, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Jan. 25, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed April 17, 1895. 



Office No. 29. 
Unreport'd cases, 
107 Cal. 

Closed. 



Information filed March 29, 1894. 
Verdict May 28, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
June 8, 1894, death. Notice of 
appeal filed June 8, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 1, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Auc. It, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed Aug. 
24, 1894. Judgment and order 
affirmed July 5, 1895. 



Office No. 30. 
108 Cal. 8. 



Closed. 



Information filed March 29, 1894. 
Verdict April 20, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
May 7, 1894, death. Notice of 
appeal filed May 23, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 2, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed August 27, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Sept. 3, 1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed March 21, 1895. 
Petition for rehearing filed 
April 10, 1895. Rehearing de- 
nied April 18, 1895. 



Office No. 31. 
106 Cal. 554. 



Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 19, 1894. 
Verdict April 21, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
May 8, 1894, death. Notice of 
appeal filed June 20, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 2, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed Aug. 31, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Sept. 19, 1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed Feb. 6, 1895. 



Office No. 32. 
106 Cal. 73. 



Closed. 



Information filed May 2, 1892. 
Verdict May 27, 1893, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
July 8, 1893. Hoey Yen Sing, 
life ; Chin Hane, death. Notice 
of appeal filed, Chin Hane, July 
11, 1893; Hoey Yen Sing, Aug. 
26, 1893. 



Transcript filed Aug. 7, 1894. Ap- 
pellants' brief filed Aug. 22, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed Aug. 25, 
1894. Additional brief filed Dec. 
5, 1894. Submitted on briefs 
May 7, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Sept. 2, 1895. 
Petition for rehearing filed Sept. 
21, 1895; denied Oct. 2, 1895. 



Office No. 33. 
108 Cal. 597. 



Closed. 



Information filed Oct. 30, 1893. 
Verdict Feb. 16, 1894, guilty of 
murder second degree. Judg- 
ment Feb. 23, 1894, twenty-five 
years. Notice of appeal filed 
Feb. 27, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 16, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed Sept. 6, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Sept. 27, 1894. Judgment and 
oraer reversed and cause re- 
manded for a new trial Feb. 12, 
1895. 



Office No. 34. 

Error in refusing 
to admit testi- 
mony of phy- 
sician as to con- 
dit'on of patient. 

106 Cal. 89. 

Closed. 



Information filed April 5, 1894. 
Verdict June 2, 1894, guilty of 
manslaughter. Judgment June 
27, 1894, five years. Notice of 
appeal filed July 2, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 22, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed Aug. 30, 
1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Sept. 5, 1894. Judgment and order 
affirmed Jan. 28, 1895. 



Ofiice No. 35. 
105 Cal. 676. 



Closed. 



Information filed Sept. 18, 1893. 
Verdict Nov. 29, 1893, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Dec. 11, 1893, 
twenty years. Notice of appeal 
filed April 24, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 22, 1894, 
Appellant's brief filed Sept. 19, 

1894. Respondent's brief filed 
Sept. 28. 1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed Jan. 29, 1895. Peti- 
tion for rehearing filed Feb. 18, 

1895. Rehearing denied Feb. 
27, 1895. 



Office No. 36. 
106 Cal. 32. 



Closed. 
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Attorney-General's 


Docket of 


Criminal Cases in 


In What 
Title of Cause. County Tried 
1 and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 21165— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Rico Morasco, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; A. J. Dobbins, Oscar Cough- 
Ian, J. A. Spinetti for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi Solano 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 21166— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Felix Ward, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; J. W. Ballard for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Orange 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Grand larceny. 


Crim. 21168— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Anthony Azoff, Appellant 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; W. A. McGuire for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information-^ 
Murder. 


Crim. 21169— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. John Brown, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; J. W. Ballard for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
oi Orange Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Burglary. 


Crim. 21172— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. John Reilly, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; Alex. Campbell, Jr. for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Robbery^ 


Crim. 21173— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Peter Schmitt, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; E. A. Forbes, W. H. 
Cariin for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 21174— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Ye Fook Din, alias Yee Fook 
Sin, Appellant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, for Respondent; Ly- 
man I. Mowry for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Assault with in- 
tent to commit 
murder. 


Crim. 21178— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. John Hervey Colburn, Appel- 
lant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Respondent; W. J. McGee for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi Amador 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Robbery. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed April 30, 1894. 
Verdict May 15, 1894. Guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
May 24, 1894, death. Notice of 
appeal filed June 1, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 22, 1894. 
Submitted on record Not. 11, 1894. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Dec. 2, 1894. 



Office No. 37. 
Unreport'd cases, 
104 Cal. 

Closed. 



Information filed Mar. 12. 1894. 
Verdict April 11, 1894, guilty as 
charged. J udgment May 25, 1894, 
two years. Notice of appeal filed 
May 25, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 21, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Sept. 17, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed Sept. 28, 
1894. Judgment and order re- 
versed Jan. 24, 1895. 



Office No. 38. 

Error in admit- 

, ting evidence 
and erroneous 
instructions. 

105 Cal. 662. 

Closed. 



Information filed May 28, 1894. 
Verdict June 29, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
July 3, 1894, death. Notice of 
appeal filed July 7, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 27, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Sept. 26. 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed Oct. 3, 
1894. Appellant's reply brief filed 
Oct. 10, 1894. Judgment and or- 
der affirmed Jan. 17, 1895. 



Office No. 3S 
105 Cal. 632. 



Closed. 



Information filed April 27, 1894. 
Verdict May 14, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment May 25, 1894, 
two years. Notice of appeal filed 
June 1, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 25, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Sept. 1, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed Sept 12, 
1894. Judgment and order re- 
versed and cause remanded for 
a new trial Dec 11, 1894. 



Office No. 40. 

Erroneous in- 
struction upon 
matter of feloni- 
ous intent. 

105 CaL 66. , 

Closed. 



Information filed Ma/ 24. 1894. 
Verdict June 28, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment July 22, 1894, 
twenty years. Notice of appeal 
filed Aug. 10, 1894. 



Transcript filed Sept. 5, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Dec. 3, 1894. 
Kespondent's brief filed Dec. 10, 
1894. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Dec. 24, 1894. Judgment 
and order affirmed April 2, 1895. 



Office No. 41. 
106 Cal. 648. 



Closed. 



Information filed Nov. 28, 1893. 
Verdict Feb. 21, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
March 3, 1894, life. Notice of 
appeal filed March 3, 1894. 



Transcript filed Sept. 7, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Sept. 17, 1894. 
Kespondent's brief filed Sept 25, 
1894. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Oct. 2, 1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed Jan. 31, 1895. 



Office No. 42. 
106 Cal. 45. 



Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 1, 1894. 
Verdict March 20, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment May 19, 1894, 
two years. Notice of appeal filed 
June 13, 1894. 



Transcript filed Sept. 15, 1894. 
Appellant's brief nled Nov. 5, 
1894. Kespondent's brief filed 
Nov. 15, 1894. Judgment and 
order reversed ana cause re- 
manded for a new trial Feb. 28, 
1895. 



Office No. 43. 

Error in admit- 
ting evidence of 
weapon on de- 
fendant when 
arrested. 

106 Cal. 163. 

Closed. 



Information filed Oct. -23, 1893. 
Verdict December 16, 1893, guilty 
of the crime of robbery. Judg- 
ment Dec. 30, 1893, eight years 
Notice of appeal filed Jan. 24, 1894. 



Transcript filed Oct. 13, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Oct. 16, 1894. 
Kespondent's brief filed Nov. 7, 
1894. Judgment and order re- 
versed and cause remanded for 
a new trial Jan. 19, 1895. Peti- 
tion for rehearing filed Feb. 9, 
1895; denied Feb. 18, 1895. 



Office No. 44. 

Error in admit- 
ting letter in evi- 
dence written 
by third party 
to defendant 

105 Cal. 648. 

Closed. 
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Attobnsy-Ginbbal's Docket of Cbimihal Casks in 



Title of Cause. 


In What • n ,. Ma . n4 Mode of Prosecu- 
Countj Tried i cn KS£~ ro M tion and Nature 
and Adjudged. | ±0™*' | of Crime. 


Crim. 21181— The People, etc. Respond- 
ent, vs. Phineas Johnson, Appellant 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; Wm. J. McGee for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Amador 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
For assault to 
rape. 


Crim. 21182— Ex parte J. J. Leek on 
habeas corpus. W . F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Respondent ; Geo. D. 
Collins for Petitioner. 




Criminal.. 




Crim. 21183— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. H. 8imonson, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Geo. Hay ford for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Felony ; obtain- 
ing money under 
false pretenses. 


Crim. 21185— Application of Rena Miller 
and Benjamin Miller, her husband, for 
writ of habeas corpus. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, for Respond- 
ent: H. C. Grant and A. D. d'Ancona 
for Petitioners. 




Criminal.. 

• 




Crim. 21187— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Frank Verdegreen, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; P. A. Bergerot for 
Appellant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Assault to rape. 


Crim. 21189— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. B. Fitzpatrick, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; E. W. Wilson and Frank 
McGowan for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Humboldt 
County. 


Criminal— 


By information — 

, Assault with a 

deadly weapon 

with intent to 

murder. 


Crim. 21191— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. David Johns, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; C. F. Lott, John Guidery 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Butte 
County. 


Criminal __ 


By information- 
Grand larceny. 


Crim. 21194— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Geo. W. Fultz, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Daney & Wright for Ap- 
pellant 


SuperiorCourt 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal-. 


By information- 
Rape. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed April 13, 1894. 
Verdict June 8, 1894, guilty as 
charged ; recommended to mercy 
of Court. Judgment July 13, 1893, 
six years. Notice of appeal filed 
July 14, 1894. 



Transcript filed Nov. 16, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Nov. 19, 1804. 
Respondent's brief filed Dec. 10, 
1894. Judgment and order re- 
versed and cause remanded for 
new trial March 9, 1895. 



Office No. 45. 
Erroneous 

struction, 

eluding 

sideration 

intent. 
106 Cal. 289. 
Closed. 



m- 

pre- 

con- 

of 



Petition filed Nov. 27, 1894 ; denied 
Nov. 27, 1894. Petition for writ 
of error filed Nov. 30, 1894 ; de- 
nied Nov. 30, 1894. Petition for 
proper decision on application 
for writ of error filed Dec. 8, 1894. 
Opinion filed Jan. 6, 1895. 



Office No. 46. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed June 29, 1894. 
Verdict Sept. 18, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Sept. 21, 
1894, nine years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Nov. 2, 1894. 



Transcript filed Nov. 27, 1894. Ar- 

fued and submitted Jan. 28, 1895. 
udgment and order reversed 
and cause remanded May 28, 
1895. 



Office No. 47. 

Failure of the 
District Attor- 
ney to establish 
pnma facie the 
corpus delicti. 

107 Cal. 345. 

Closed. 



Petition filed Dec. 2, 1894 ; writ 
issued same day; returnable Dec. 
5, 1894. Argued and submitted 
Dec. 5, 1894. Respondent's brief 
filed and submitted April 29, 
1895. Writ discharged and in- 
fant remanded Nov. 6, 1895. 



Office No. 48. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed July 25, 1894. 
Verdict Sept. 17, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Sept. 21, 
1894, thirteen years. Notice of 
appeal filed Sept. 28, 1894. 



Transcript filed Dec. 4, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Jan. 19, 1895. 
Kespondent's brief filed Jan. 25, 
1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Jan. 26, 1895. Judgment 
and order affirmed March 8, 1895. 



Office No. 49. 
106 Cal. 211. 



Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 2, 1894. 
Verdict Sept. 13, 1894. guilty as 
charged. Judgment Oct. 3, 1894, 
fine of $600 or imprisonment in 
County Jail one day for each $2. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 4, 1894. 



Transcript filed Dec. 1<X 1894. 
Arguea and submitted Jan. 28, 
1895. Judgment and order af- 
firmed March 9, 1895. 



Office No. 50. 
106 Cal. 28a 



Closed. 



Information filed July 17, 1894. 
Verdict Sept. 5, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Sept. 8, 
1894, five years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Sept. 15, 1894. 



Transcript filed Dec. 17, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Dec. 24, 1894. 
Respondent's brief filed Jan. 28, 
1895. Judgment and order af- 
firmed June 7, 1895. 



Office No. 51. 
Unreport'd cases, 
107 Cal. 

Closed. 



Information filed July 17, 1894. 
Verdict Oct. 17, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Oct. 22, 1894, 
fifteen years. Notice of appeal 
filed Oct. 22, 1894. 



Transcript filed Jan. 8, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Jan. 8, 1895. 
Kespondent's brief filed Jan. 28, 
1895. Submitted on briefs April 
11, 1895. Judgment and order 
affirmed Sept. 25, 1895. 



Office No. 52. 
109 Cal. 258. 



Closed. 
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ATTORNSY-GslfKRAL'S DOCKET OF CRIMINAL CASES 19 



Title of Cause. 



I Id What 
t County Tried 
' and Adjudged 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 



Crim. 21196— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Orville B. Short, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; Geo. Hayford for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court I Criminal — i By information— 
of San Fran- I Felony; forgery. 

Cisco. 



Crim. 21199— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Al. Cobler, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; McKeebe <fe Appel for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Crim. 21200— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. J. G. Leyshon, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; Zue G. Peck for Ap- 
pellant. 



SuperiorCourt 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Crim. 1— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. William Evans, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; F. E. Dunlap, D. B. Spag- 
noli, J. G. Swinerton for Appellant. 



SuperiorCourt 
of Amador 
County. 



Criminal. 



Criminal. 



Criminal., 



By indictment- 
Embezzlement 



By information- 
Forgery. 



By information- 
Murder. 



Crim. 2— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Arthur Mackey, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Reed & McSorley, F. H. 
Gould for Appellant. 



Crim. 5— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Librado Hizar, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; 0. A. Montana for Appel- 
lant. 



SuperiorCourt 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Assault with in- 
tent to murder. 



Crim. 6— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Leong Fiv and Lee Quon Chin, 
Appellants. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Respondent ; Rawson 
& Merchant for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Criminal— 



By information- 
Embezzlement 



Crim. 12— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. L. Strassman, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Carroll Cook for Appellant. 



Criminal.. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed July 20, 1894. 
Verdict Oct. 4, 1894, guilty aB 
charged. Judgment Oct. 8, 1894, 
six years. Notice of appeal filed 
Oct 8, 1894. 



Transcript filed Jan. 24, 1895. Sub- 
mitted May 9, 1895. Judgment 
and order affirmed Sept. 23, 1895. 



Office No. 53. 
Unreport 'd cases, 
109 Cal. 

Closed. 



Indictment filed March 7. 1894. 

Verdict July 26, 1894, guilty as 

charged. Judgment Aug. 8, 1894, 

five years. Notice of appeal filed 

\ Aug. 15, 1894. 



Transcript filed Jan. 28, 1895. Ap- 
pellant^ brief filed Feb. 4, 1895. 
Kespondent's brief filed Feb. 20, 
1895. Submitted on briefs on 
file April 11, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Aug. 22, 1895. 



Office No. 54. 
108 Gal. 538. 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 7, 1894. 
Verdict Oct. 29, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Nov. 8, 1894, 
six years. Notice of appeal filed 
Nov. 8, 1894. 



Transcript filed Jan. 28, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Feb. 2, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Feb. 
14, 1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Feb. 27, 1895. Submitted in 
Department 2, April 11, 1895. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Aug. 5, 1895. 



Office No. 55. 
108 Cal. 440. . 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 7 2 1893. 1 Transcript filed Feb. 6, 1895. Sub- 
Verdict March 17, 1894, guilty as • mitted May 7, 1895. Judgment 



charged. Judgment May 12, 
1894, life. Notice of appeal filed 
Jan. 18, 1895. 



and order affirmed Aug. 29, 1895. 



Office No. 56. 
Unreport'd cases. 
108 Cal. 

Closed. 



Petition for writ of mandate filed 
Feb. 12, 1895. Ordered that writ 
issue returnable March 4, 1895. 
Writ issued Feb. 21, 1895; re- 
turned Mar. 4, 1895. Writ issued 
against Judge of Superior Court 
March 6, 1895. Return writ filed 
March 11, 1895. Dismissed 
March 4, 1895, as against S. Pohli. 



Office No. 57. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed Oct. 8, 1894. 
Verdict Dec. 1, 1894, guilty of as- 
sault with a deadly weapon. 
Judgment Dec. 11, 1894, two 
years. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 11, 1894. 



Transcript filed Feb. 16, 1895. 
Appeal dismissed Aug. 12, 1895, 
on failure of Appellant to file 
points and authorities. 



Office No. 58. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 12, 1894. 
Verdict Dec. 27, 1894, guilty of 
embezzling the horse in infor- 
mation mentioned, valued at $35. 

♦ Judgment Jan. 5, 1895, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed Jan. 9, 1895. 



Transcript filed Feb. 18, 1895. Ap- 
pellants' brief filed March 21, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
April 9, 1895. Submitted April 
23, 1895. Judgment and order 
affirmed June 26, 1895. 



Affidavit for stay of execution 
filed March 6, 1895. Ordered that 
execution of said judgment be 
stayed until further ordered by 
a justice of this Court, with 
leave to People to set aside said 
order if said Defendant fails to 
prosecute such application with 
proper diligence. 



Office No. 59. 
107 Cal. 497. 



Closed. 



Office No. 60. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 
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Attorney-General's Docket of Criminal Casks in 



r 

Character of I 
Action. I 

I 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 



Crim. '13— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. Albert Houston, Respondent. W. 
P. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Appellant ; Carroll Cook for Respond- 
ent. 



Superior Court 
or San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By indictment — 
Felon y ; interfer- 
ing with election 
officers. 



Crim. 14— The People, etc. Appellant, 
vs. George Lee, Respondent. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Ap- 
pellant ; Carroll Cook for Respondent. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By indictment — 
Felony ; interfer- 
ing with election 
officers. 



Crim. 21192— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Josef a Balleto, Appellant. W. 
P. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; J. Marion Brooks for 
Appellant 



Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Criminal. 



By information- 
Felony; trick with 
cards. 



Crim. 21193— The People etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Paolo Frigerio, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; J. Marion Brooks for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Criminal.. 



By information — 
Felony ; trick 
with cards. 



Crim. 15— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. John Craig, Appellant. W. F. Fitz- 

ferald, Attorney-General, and Henry 
'. Gage for Respondent; Geo. P. 
Phibbs, J. B. Guthrie, Johnston Jones 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Murder. 



Crim. 16— The People, etc., Respondent, ! Superior Court 
vs. William Ryan, Appellant. W. F. j of Kern Co. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent : Rowen Irwin, M. E. Power 
for Appellant. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Murder. 



Crim. 17— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Alfred Gress, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; F. W. Street for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Tuolumne 
County. 



Criminal. 



By information- 
Murder. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Indictment filed Jan. 18, 1895. 
Demurrer filed Jan. 29, 1896 ; sus- 
tained Feb. 2, 1895. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Feb. 8, 1895. 



Transcript filed March 7, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed March 14, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
April 15, 1895. Notice of motion 
to dismiss filed April 15, 1895. 
Motion to dismiss argued and 
submitted on merits May 7, 1895. 
Judgment and order reversed 
June 24, 1895. 



Office No. 61. 
Unreported cases, 
107 Cal. 



Closed. 



Indictment filed Jan. 18, 1895. De- 
murrer filed Jan. 29, 1895; sus- 
tained Feb. 2, 1895. Notice of 
appeal filed Feb. 8, 1895. 



Transcript filed March 7, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed March 14, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed April 15, 
1895. Notice of motion to dis- 
miss filed April 15, 1895. Judg- 
ment and order reversed June 
24, 1895. 



Office No. 62. 
107 Cal. 477. 



Closed. 



Information filed April 20, 1894. 
Verdict June 27, 1894, guilty as 
charged. J udgmen t July 10, 1894, 
ten vears. Notice of appeal filed 
July 10, 1894. 



Transcript filed Dec. 29, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Feb. 4, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Feb. 12, 
1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Feb. 19, 1895. Judgment 
and order affirmed April 15, 1895. 



Office No. 63. 
Unreported cases. 
107 Cal. 



Closed. 



Information filed April 20, 1894. 
Verdict June 28, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment July 10, 
1894, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed July 10, 1894. 



Transcript filed Dec. 29, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Feb. 4, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Feb. 12, 
1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Feb. 19, 1895. Judgment 
and order affirmed April 15, 1895. 



Office No. 64. 
107 Cal. 151. 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 6, 1894. 
Verdict Nov. 23, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Dec. 8, 1894, death. Notice of 
appeal filed Dec. 11, 1894. 



Transcript filed Mar. 7, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed April 5, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed May 9, 

1895. Notice of motion and affi- 
davit for order of Court to have 
defendant present in Court filed 
Oct. 17, 1895; denied same day. 
Cause argued and submitted 
Oct. 17, 1895. Judgment and order 
affirmed March 9, 1896. Filed 
petition for rehearing March 28, 

1896. Rehearing denied April 
1, 1896. 



Office No. 65. 
Vol. XI, Cal. 
Dec. 101. 



Closed. 



Information filed June 18, 1894. 
Verdict July 23, 1894, guilty of 
murder second degree. Judg- 
ment J uly 30, 1894, fourteen years. 
Notice of appeal tiled July 30, 
1894. 



Transcript filed Mar. 12, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed April 17, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed April 24. 
1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed May 6, 1895. Submitted on 
briefs on file May 7, 1895. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed Aug. 27, 
1895. 



Office No. 66. 
108 Cal. 581. 



Closed. 



Information filed Nov. 19, 1894. 
Verdict Dec. 16, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Jan. 23. 1895, life. Notice of 
appeal filed Jan. 23, 1895. 



Transcript filed March 13, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed March 22, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
April 9, 1895. Argued and sub- 
mitted May 8, 1895. Judgment 
and order reversed and cause re- 
manded for a new trial June 21, 
1895. 



Office No. 67. 

Error in admit- 
ting hearsay 
evidence. 

107 Cal. 461. 



Closed. 
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Attobnby-Gbnebal's Docket of Cbiminal Cases is 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 18 — The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. William Denby, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney- General, for Re- 
spondent; F. 0. Daniel for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Orange 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Assault with 
deadly weapon. 


Crim. 20— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. E. G. Hawley, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; H. A. Massey, August 
Tilden for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Burglary. 


Crim. 21— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Paualo Kamauna, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; Chas. A. Swisler, Abe 
Darlington for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of El Dorado 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 23— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Bernardo Archeveron, Appellant. 
W* F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; Paris & Allison for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Polluting stream, 
etc. 


Crim. 24— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Chas. Hecker, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent: Chamberlain & Wheeler 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 25— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. 8. J. Thomas, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; I. Chapman for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Burglary. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Dec. 19, 1894. 
Verdict Jan. 15, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Jan. 21, 
1895, two years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Feb. 18, 1895. 



Transcript filed' March 12, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed March 19, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
April 3, 1895. Argued and sub- 
mitted April 3, 1895. Judgment 
and order reversed July 11, 1895. 



Office No. 68. 

Error in admit- 
ting irrelevant 
evidence, and 
refusing in- 
struction as to- 
right to resist 
arrest. 

108 Cal. 54. 

Closed. 



Information filed April 12. 1894. 
Verdict July "26, 1S94, guilty of 
burglary second degree. Judg- 
ment July 28, 1894, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 8, 1894. 



Transcript filed March 19, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed April 19. 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
May 8, 1895. Submitted on briefs 
on file Aug. 12, 1895. Judgment 
and order reversed and new trial 
granted Jan. 21, 1896. Petition 
for rehearing filed Feb. 12, 1896 ; 
rehearing denied Feb. 19, 1896. 



Office No. 69. 

Reversed for per- 
mitting jury to 
separate after 
submission of 
case. 

Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
34. 

Closed. 



Information filed June 21, 1894. 
Verdict Sept. 18, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Sept 22, 1894, death. Notice of 
appeal filed Nov. 21, 1894. 



Transcript filed March 25, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed April 18, 
1895. Respondent's brief tiled 
May 7, 1895. Appellant's reply 
brief filed May 13, 1895. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed Dec. 
27, 1895. 



Office No. 70. 
110 Cal. 609. 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 21, 1894. 
Verdict December 14, 1894, guilty 
as charged. Judgment Jan. 14, 
1895, fine of $400 or be confined 
in jail one day for each $2.00. 
Notice of appeal filed March 11, 
1896. 



Transcript filed March 29, 1895. 
Appeal dismissed Aug. 12, 1895, 
upon failure of Appellant to file 
points and authorities. 



Office No. 71. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed July 24, 1894. 
Verdict Nov. 27, 1894, guilty of 
murder second degree. Judg- 
ment Dec. 27, 1894, eighteen years. 
Notice of appeal filed Feb. 27, 
1895. 



Transcript filed April 1, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed April 12, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed April 
23, 1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed May 17, 1895. Cause argued 
and submitted August 7, 1895. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and cause remanded for a new 
trial Oct 9, 1895. 



Office No. 72. 

Reversed on ac- 
count of four 
erroneous in- 
structions given. 

109 CaL 451. 



Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 5. 1894. 
Verdict Dec. 29, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment January 7, 
1895, twenty-five years. Notice 
of appeal filed Jan. 7, 1895. 



Transcript filed April 1, 1895. 
Appellant's brief hied April 8, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
April lit 1895. Stipulation signed 
submitting cause on briefs on file 
April 16, 1895. Judgment and 
order reversed and cause re- 
manded for a new trial Nov. 13, 
1895. 



Office No. 73. 

Error in admit- 
ting evidence of 
prior convic- 
tion, after plea 
of guilty of 
same. 

110 Cal. 41. 

Closed. 
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Attobvxy-Gbnbral's Dockbt or Criminal Cases in 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character of I 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 



Crim. 26— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. John Maroney, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Reel B. Terry for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



Bv indictment- 
Burglary. 



Crim. 27— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Lewis Bellamy, Appellant W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-GeneraL for Re- 
spondent; Byron Waters, Henry W. 
Nisbet for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 



Criminal..: By information- 
Burglary. 



I 



Crim. 28— The People, etc., Appellant, vs. 
Thomay Hickey, Respondent. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Ap- 
pellant ; W. F. Aram for Respondent. 



Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Crime against 
nature. 



Crim. 30— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Jane Shattuck, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Burnette G. Haskell, J. J. 
Guilf oy le, T. J. Lemmon for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal. . 



By information- 
Murder. 



Crim. 32— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Wong Chong Suey, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; Lyman I. Mowry for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal. 



By information- 
Grand larceny. 



Crim. 34— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Edwin R. Lowen, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Walter S. Hinkle for Ap- 
pellant. 



SuperiorCourt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Burglary. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Indictment filed Oct. 12, 1894. 
Verdict Jan. 21, 1885, guilty of 
burglary second degree. Judg- 
ment Feb. 9, 1896. ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed Feb. 28, 
1895. 



Transcript filed April 8, 1895. Office No. 74. 
Appellant's brief filed June 28, 109 Cal. 277. 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
July 3, 1895. Argued and sub- 
mitted Aug. 12, 1895. Judgment t 
and order affirmed Sept. 30, 1895. i Closed. 



Information filed July 28, 1894. 
Verdict Dec. 12. 1894, guilty of 
burglary second degree. Judg- 
ment Dec. 14, 1894, eighteen 
months. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 14, 1894. 



Transcript filed April 6, 1895. 
Appellant ten days to file brief 
May 21, 1895. Appellant's brief 
filed Oct. 14, 1895. Respondent's 
brief filed Aug. 29, 1895. Con- 
tinued to Los Angeles Term 
Aug. 12, 1895. Submitted on I 
briefs on file Oct. 21, 1895. Judg- 1 
ment and order affirmed Oct. 24, 
1895. 



Office No. 75. 
109 Cal. 610. 



Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 27, 1894. 
Verdict Jan. 22, 1895, guilty as 
charged; recommended to mercy 
of Court. Motion for new trial 
filed Feb. 11, 1895; granted Feb. 
25, 1895. Notice of appeal filed 
March 5, 1895. 



Transcript filed April 10, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed April 17, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
May 7, 1895. Appellant's reply 
brief filed May 18, 1895. Argued 
and submitted Aug. 12, 1895. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Sept. 30, 1895. 7 



Office No. 76. 

Error in refusing 
to instruct jury 
that defendant 
might be con- 
victed of simple 
assault. 

109 Cal. 275. 

Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 17, 1894. 
Verdict May 4, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
June 9. 1894, life. Notice of 
appeal nled June 9, 1894. 



Transcript filed April 18, 1895. Office No. 77. 
Appellant's brief filed May 27, 1 Admission of 
1895. Respondent's brief filed! irrelevant testi- 
June 24,1895. Appellant's reply mony, and 

brief filed July 19, 1895. Argued erroneous in- 
and submitted Aug. 12, 1895. structions. 
Judgment and order reversed 109 Cal. 673. 
and cause remanded for a new | 
trial Nov. 7, 1895. i Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 5. 1894. 
Verdict Jan. 15, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Feb. 9, 1895. 
three years. Notice of appeal 
filed Feb. 14, 1895. 



Transcript filed April 24, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed Sept. 19, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
Oct. 2, 1895. Continued to Sac- 
ramento Term Aug. 12, 1895. 
Cause argued and submitted 
Nov. 13, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Nov. 19, 1895. 
Petition for rehearing filed Dec. 
2, 1895; rehearing denied Dec. 
14, 1895. 



Office No. 78. 
110 Cal. 117. 



Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 16, 1895. 
Verdict March 8, 1895, guilty of 
attempt to commit burglary; 
recommended to mercy of Court. 
Judgment March 16, 1895, one 
year and six months. Notice of 
appeal filed March 16, 1895. 



Transcript filed April 24, 1895. Office No. 79. 
Appellant's brief tiled Aug. 20, 109 Cal. 381. 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
Aug. 27, 1895. On Aug. 12, 1895, 
continued to August 22, 1895. 
Cause argued and submitted 
Aug. 22, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Oct. 5, 1895. \ Closed. 
! 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attornby-Gbnk&al's Dockst or Criminal Cases ik 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 37— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. John E. Howard, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; M. C. Lillie, Lamberson & 
Middlecotf for Appellant. 


SaperiorConrt 
of Tulare 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 38 — The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. H. W. Shaw, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; S. F. Geil, J. J. Wyatt for 
Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Monterey 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— 
Murder. 


Crim. 39— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Annie L. Cameron, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent: Welles Whitmore, 
Thomas M. Bradley for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Assault with in- 
tent to commit 
murder. 


Crim. 40— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. John Shaughnessy, Appellant. 
W, F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; A. B. Treadwell for 
Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Grand larceny. 


Crim. 41— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Henry James and William H. Mil- 
ler, Appellants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Respondent ; 
R. W. Miller, Eugene McNamara for 
Appellants. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Del Norte 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Forgery. 


Crim. 42— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Jesus Knight, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; E. Rosseau and E. J. Em- 
mons for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Kern Co. 


Criminal- 


By information — 
Rape. 


Crim. 44— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. John W. Flood, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Geo. E. Colwell for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Embezzlement. 
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Stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed June 26, 1894. 
Verdict Aug. 11, 1894, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Aug. 27. 1894, death. Notice of 
appeal filed Aug. 27, 1894. 



Transcript filed April 29, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed May 20, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
June 21, 1895. Appellant's reply 
brief filed June 26, 1895. Cause 
argued and submitted Nov. 12, 
1895. Judgment and order af- 
firmed March 24, 1896. Petition 
for rehearing filed April 13, 1896 ; 
rehearing denied April 22, 1896. 



Office No. 80. 
VoLXI.Cal.Dec. 
155. 



Closed. 



Information filed Nov. 23, 1894. 
Verdict Feb. 20, 1895, guilty of 
murder second degree. Judg- 
ment March 5, 1895, life. Notice 
of appeal filed April 11, 1895. 



Transcript filed April 29/ 1895. 
Appellant's brief nled May 13, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
May 18, 1895. Cause submitted 
Aug. 7, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Jan. 30, 1896. 



Office No. 81. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
53. 



Closed. 



Information filed Sept. 5, 1893. 
Verdict Dec. 13, 1893, guilty of 
assault. Motion for arrest of 
judgment Dec. 30, 1893; denied 
same day. Judgment Dec. 30, 
1893, imprisonment in County 
Jail three months. Notice of 
appeal filed Jan. 9, 1895. 



Transcript filed April 30, 1895. 
Appeal dismissed owing to 
death of Appellant Aug. 12, 1895. 



Office No. 82. 



Closed. 



Information filed Sept. 28, 1894. 
Verdict Oct. 22, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Nov. 10, 
1894, four years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Nov. 23, 1894. 



Transcript filed May 6, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed May 25, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed June 12, 
1895. Submitted on briefs on 
file Aug. 12, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Dec. 26, 1895. 



Office No. 83. 
110 Cal. 598. 



Closed. 



Information filed March 28. 1895. 
Verdict April 2, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment April 3, 
1895. Henry James, one year; 
William Miller, one vear. Notice 
of appeal filed April 10, 1895. 



Transcript filed May 9, 1895. Ap- 
pellants' brief filed July 16, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Sept. 10, 
1895. Submitted on briefs on 
file Nov. 13, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Nov. 25, 1895. 



Office No. 84. 
110 Cal. 155. 



Closed. 



Information filed Oct. 5, 1894. 
Verdict Dec. 13, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Dec. 28, 1894. 
nineteen years. Notice of appeal 
filed Jan. 21, 1895. 



Transcript filed May 10, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed May 1& 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
May 28, 1895. Submitted on 
briefs Aug. 12, 1895. Judgment 
and order reversed and cause re- 
manded Dec. 31, 1895. 



Office No. 85. 

Reversed for er- 
rors in rejection 
of evidence. 

Unreport'd cases, 
110 Cal. 

Closed. 



Information filed Jan. 12, 1895. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 1, 1895 ; over- 
ruled Feb. 8, 1895. Judgment 
May 10, 1895. seven years. Notice 
of appeal filed May 10, 1895. 



Transcript filed Nov. 7, 1895. 
Filed affidavit for order staying 
execution May 11, 1895. Appeal 
dismissed Nov. 29, 1895. 



Office No. 86. 
Unreported. 

Closed. 
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Attobney-Gsnsral's Docket op Chimin a l Cases ik 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 46— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Simon Bendit, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; W. 8. Hinkle for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of 8an Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Forgery. 


Crim. 50— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Charles W. Ward, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; W. M. Gibson for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment- 
Felony ; to bribe. 


Crim. 53— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Patrick J. Collins, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; Geo. E. Colwell for Ap- 
pellant. 




Criminal.. 




Crim. 54— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. W. L. Eppinger, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; W. M. Cannon for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment — 
Forgery. 


Crim. 55— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. William M. Fredericks, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; Geo. E. Colwell for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. . 




Crim. 60— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Francis M. Conkling, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; C. B, Montgomery, 
S. F. Geil for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Benito 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 61— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. T. Wesley Van Sceiver, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; W. R. Bacon, Carter 
& Pierce, D. K. Trask for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
ot Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal -- 


By information- 
Embezzlement. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Aug. 28. 1894. 
Verdict March 14, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment April 6, 1895, 
five years. Notice of appeal filed 
April 11, 1895. " 



Transcript filed May 17, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed June 5, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed June 18, 
1895. Submitted on briefs on file 
Aug. 12, 1895. Judgment and 
order reversed Feb. 20, 1896. 



Office No. 87. 

Reversed for in- 
sufficiency of 
evidence to con- 
stitute forgery. 

Vol.XI,Cal. Dec. 
73. 

Closed. 



Indictment filed Feb. 27. 1895. 
Verdict April 30, 1895, guilty as 
charged. J udgment May 6, 1895, 
ten years. Notice of appeal filed 
May 6, 1895. 



Transcript filed June 5, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed June 25, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed July 11 
1895. Argued and submitted 
Aug. 12, 1895. Judgment and 
order reversed ana cause re- 
manded Dec. 10, 1895. Petition 
for rehearing filed Dec. 24, 1895 ; 
rehearing denied Jan. 8, 1896. 



Office No. 88. 
Indictment held 

insufficient. 
110 Cal. 369. 



Closed. 



Filed affidavit for writ of prohibi- 
tion June 7, 1895; application 
denied same day. 



Office No. 89. 
Unreported. 

Closed. 



Indictment filed Dec. 27, 1894. 
Verdict April 4, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment April 13, 
1895, fourteen years. Notice of 
appeal filed April 13, 1895. 



Transcript filed June 10, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed July 5, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
Aug. 1, 1895. Argued and sub- 
mitted Aug. 22, 1895. Judgment 
reversed Oct. 1, 1895. 



Office No. 90. 

Defendant re- 
manded for re- 
sentence. 

109 Cal. 294. 

Closed. 



Defendant filed motion that the 
question of his sanity be sub- 
mitted before said Court fixed a 
date for his execution ; said mo- 
tion denied May 20, 1895. Notice 
of appeal filed June 3, 1895. 



Transcript filed June 16, 1895. 
Appeal dismissed Aug. 7, 1895. 



Office No. 91. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed March 25, 1895. 
Verdict May 11, 1895, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
May 24, 1895, life. Notice of ap- 
peal filed May 25, 1895. 



Transcript filed July 2, 1895. Or- 
der granting appellant 20 days 
July 12. 1895. Appellant's brief 
filed July 24, 1895. Respondent's 
brief filed Aug. 29, 1895. Cause 
argued and submitted Feb. 4, 
1896. Judgment and order re- 
versed and cause remanded for 
a new trial Mar. 21, 1896. 



Office No. 92. 

Reversed for ad- 
mission of im- 
proper evidence 
ana giving er- 
roneous instruc- 
tion. 

Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
123. 

Closed. 



Information filed April 15, 1893. 
Verdict Feb.. 20, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Mar. 2, 1895, 
five years. Notice of appeal filed 
Mar. 2, 1895. 



Transcript filed July 1, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed July 19, 1895. 
Argued and submitted Aug. 12, 
1895. Judgment and order re- 
versed Oct. 12, 1895. 



Office No. 93. 

Reversed for in- 
sufficiency of 
evidence. 

Unreport'd cases, 
109 Cal. 

Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Attobnby-Genbral's 


Docket of 


Criminal Cases in 


Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 62— In the matter of the applica- 
tion of John Woods for writ of habeas 
corpus. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Respondent ; C. T. Jones 
for Petitioner. 




Criminal.. 




Crim. 63— The People, etc.. Appellant, 
vs. Christian Knutte, Respondent. 
W. F. Fitzgeiald, Attorney-General, 
for Appellant ; F. A. Hornblower for 
Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Obtaining money 
and real property 
by false pretenses. 


Crim. 65— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Louis Sternberg, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; C. W. Cross for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Felony ; procur- 
ing a false regis- 
tration. 


Crim. 66— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Louis Sternberg, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; C. W. Cross for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Felony ; procur- 
ing false registra- 
tion. 


Crim. 67— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. G. R. Wallace, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; McKeebe & Appel for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal. . 


By information — 
Seduction. 


Crim. 68— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. W. F. Demasters, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Roth & McFadzean for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Assault with in- 
tent to commit 
mayhem. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Petition fi led July 5, 1895. July 6, 
1895, ordered writ to issue as 
prayed for, returnable July 11, 
1895, before Judge Garoutte. 
Return to writ filed July 11, 
1895. Certified copy of infor- 
mation filed July 11, 1895: Certi- 
fied copy of minutes filed July 
11, 1895. Submitted July 11, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed July 26, 
1895. Petition dismissed Sept. 
19, 1895. Petitioner remanded 
Sept. 19, 1895. 



Office No. 94. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 25, 1895. 
Verdict May 16, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Order granting motion 
for a new trial filed May 17, 1895. 
Notice of appeal filed May 24, 
1895. 



Transcript filed July 12, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 7, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Dec. 5, 
1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Dec. 16, 1895. Cause argued 
and submitted Feb. 4, 1896. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed March 
6,1896. 



Ofiice No. 95. 

Order affirmed 
on giound that 
order granting 
new trial is in 
discretion of 
Judge. 

Vol.ZI.Cal. Dec. 
97. 

Closed. 



information filed Dec. 27, 1894. 
Verdict Feb. 5, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Feb. 8, 1895, 
three years. Notice of appeal 
filed April 4, 1895. 



Transcript filed July 13, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed July 22, 1895. 
Kepondent's brief filed Aug. 8, 
1895. Cause argued and sub- 
mitted Nov. 13, 1895. Judgment 
and order appealed from af- 
firmed Jan. 13, 1896. Petition 
for rehearing in Bank filed Feb. 
1, 1896. Judgment of Depart- 
ment set aside and ordered into 
Bank Feb. 13, 1896. Appeal dis- 
missed April 22, 1896. 



Office No. 96. 
Vol.XI,Cal.Dec. 
22. 



Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 27, 1894. 
Verdict Jan. 17, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Feb. 8, 1895, 
three years. Notice of appeal 
filed April 4, 1895. 



Transcript filed July 13, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed July 22, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Aug. 20, 
1895. Cause argued and submit- 
ted with Crim. No. 65, Nov. 13, 
1895. Judgment and order re- 
versed and cause remanded for 
new trial Jan. 13, 1896. 



Office No. 97. 

Reversed for re- 
fusal to give in- 
structions re- 
quested by de- 
fendant. 

Vol. XI,Cal.Dec. 
23. 

Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 25. 1895. 
Verdict May 10, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment May 24. 1895, 
two years. Notice of appeal filed 
May 25, 1895. 



Transcript filed July 11, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed July 17, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Sept. 14, 
1895. Subm itted on briefs on file 
Oct. 21, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Oct. 28, 1895. 



Office No. 98. 
109 Cal. 611. 



Closed. 



Information filed April 3, 1894. 
Verdict March 19, 1895, guilty as- 
charged; recommended to mercy 
of Court. Judgment March 29, 
1895, seven years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed March 29, 1895. 



Transcript filed July 16, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed July 26, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Sept. 2, 
1895. Submitted on briefs on file 
Oct. 21, 1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Oct. 24, 1895. 



Office No. 99. 
109 Cal. 607. 



Closed. 
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BEPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attobnby-Gxnbbal's Docket of Crimihax Cass* iv 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 72— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. W. H. Thompson, Appellant W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, lor 
Respondent ; B. Goodrich, D.K.Trask, 
Wm. A. Harris for Appellant 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Train-wrecking, 
with intent to 
rob. 


Crim. 69— The People, etc- Respondent, 
vs. Van Eman, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Bruner & Bruner for Ap- 
pellant. 


SnperiorCourt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment- 
Embezzlement. 


Crim. 76— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Jerome A. Buckley, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Responaent ; J. J. Guilfoyle, Jr., John 
O'Byrne for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Felony; altering 
election returns. 


Crim. 77— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Charles Marshall, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; R. E. Bledsoe, C. C. Has- 
kell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Riverside 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. • 


Crim. 79— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Louie Foo, Appellant. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, for Respond- 
ent: Cheney & Cronin, Marble & 
Phibbs for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Assault with 
deadly weapon. 


Crim. 81— In the matter of the applica- 
tion of W. E. Nichols for writ of 
habeas corpus. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, for responaent ; N. S. 
Wirt for Petitioner. 




Criminal.. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Jan. 22, 1896. 
Verdict May 8, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment June 6, 1895, 
death. Notice of appeal filed 
July 8, 1895. 



Transcript filed July 22, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 10, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Sept. 7, 
1895. Cause argued and submit- 
ted Oct. 17, 1895. Judgment af- 
firmed Feb. 10, 1896. Petition 
for rehearing filed Feb. 21, 1896 ; 
rehearing denied March 9, 1896. 



Office No. 100. 
Vol. XI, CaL Dec. 
68. 



Closed. 



Indictment filed Sept. 26, 1894. 
Verdict Nov. 1, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Dec. 8, 1894, 
four years. Notice of appeal 
filed Dec. 12, 1894. 



Transcript filed July 17, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 24, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Oct 2, 
1895. Argued and submitted 
Oct. 22, 1895. Judgment and 
order reversed and cause re- 
manded for new trial Jan. 28, 1896. 



Office No. 10L 

Reversed for giv- 
ing erroneous 
instruction, and 
admitting lm% 
proper testi- 
mony. 

VoLXI,Cal.Dec. 
46. 

Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 27, 1894. 
Verdict March 22, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment March 29, 
1895, five years. Notice of appeal 
filed April 12, 1895. 



Transcript filed Aug. 14, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Sept. 12, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Oct. 4, 

1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Oct. 22, 1895. Cause argued 
and submitted Feb. 20, 1896. On 
Aug. 11, 1896, order of submis- 
sion to Dept. 1 set aside and cause 
ordered on Calendar for Aug. 
27tb, to be heard in Bank. Re- 
argued and submitted Aug. 27, 

1896. Respondent's supplemen- 
tal points and authorities filed 
Aug. 31, 1896. 



Office No. 102 . 



Information filed Aug. 20. 1894. 
Verdict May 25, 1895, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
June 10, 1895, death. Notice of 
appeal filed June 10, 1895. 



Transcript filed Aug. 20, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 31, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Sept 
26, 1895. Judgment and order 
reversed and cause remanded for 
a new trial May 2, 1896. 



Office No. 103. 
Revrsd for errors 

in instructions. 
Vol.XI,Cal.Dec. 

189. 
Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 1,1895. Ver- 
dict March 23, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment A pril 4, 1896, 
two years. Notice of appeal 
filed April 5, 1895. 



Transcript filed Aug. 26, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Sept. 5, 
1896. Respondent's brie! filed 
Sept. 24, 1895. Motion to strike 
out granted Oct. 21, 1895. Sub- 
mitted on briefs on file Oct. 21, 
1895. Judgment and order af- 
firmed March 24, 1896. 



Office No. 104. 
Vol.XI,Cal.Dec. 
144. 



Closed. 



Petition filed Sept. 3, 1895. Pe- 
titioner's points and authorities 
filed Sept. 3, 1895. Writ issued 
as prayed Sept. 6, 1896. Writ re- 
turnable Sept. 13, 1895. Certifi- 
cate of service filea Sept. 12, 1896. 
Argued and submitted Sept. 13, 
1895. Petitioner remanded Jan. 
2,1896. 



Office No. 106. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attornby-Gbnebal's Docket of Criminal Cases in 



In What 
Title of Cause. ; County Tried 
. and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 82— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. C. R. Bennett, Respondent. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Ap- 
pellant; D. M. Connor, R. E. Hewitt 
lor Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Felony; attempt 
to assault. 


Crim. 86— The People, etc.. Respondent, 
vs. 0. L. Smith, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; J. C. Ruddock, W. G. Poage 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Mendocino 
County. 


Criminal- . 


By information- 
Grand larceny. 


Crim. 87— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Marshall J. Miller, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; C. A. Webb, Richard 
Belcher for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Yuba Co. 


Criminal- 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 88— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Ada F. Werner, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Alex. Campbell for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of 8an Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal . . 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 90— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. David Oldham, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Seawell & Pemberton for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Mendo- 
cino County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Robbery. 


Crim. 91— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Frank St Clair, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Swinerton and A. V. Scan- 
Ion for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Grand larceny. 


Crim. 92— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Adam Schmegner, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; H. S. Aldrich, J. M. 
Young, F. J. Brearty for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Rape. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Sept. 3, 1894. 
Verdict May 29, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Motion for new trial 
filed June 10, 1895. New trial 
granted June 25, 1895. Notice of 
appeal filed June 25, 1895. 



Transcript filed Sept. 7, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Oct. 14, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Nov. 15, 
1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Nov. 23, 1895. Submitted 
on briefs Feb. 4, 1896. Order 
granting a new trial reversed 
and cause remanded Aug. 15, '96. 



Office No. 106. 
VoT XII, Cal. 
Dec. 67. 



Closed. 



Information filed July 10, 1895. 
Verdict July 16, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment July 18, 
1895, four years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Aug. 7, 1895. 



Transcript filed Sept. 19, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed Sept. 26, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
Oct. 19, 1895. Submitted on 
briefs on file Nov. 13, 1895. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and cause remanded for a new 
trial April 10, 1896. 



Office No. 108. 

Reversed on ac- 
count of errone- 
ous instruction 
given. 

Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
169. 

Closed. 



Information filed May S : 1895. 
Verdict June 19, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment July 3, 1895, 
death. Notice of appeal filed 
Aug. 31, 1895. 



Information filed May 1, 1894. 
Verdict Oct. 5, 1894, guilty as 
charged. J udgment Oct. 12, 1894, 
life. Notice of appeal filed Nov. 
14, 1894. 



Transcript filed Sept. 19, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Oct. 22, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Oct. 31, 

1895. Stipulation waiving argu- 
ment for continuance; con- 
tinued for term Jan. 13, 1896. 
Submitted on briefs April 22, 

1896. Order affirmed Aug. 11, 1896. 



Office No. 109. 
Vol. XII, Cal. 
Dec. 56. 



Closed. 



Transcript filed Sept. 23, 1895. 
Appeal dismissed on appellant's 
motion Nov. 12, 1895. 



Office No. 110. 
Unreported. 

Closed. 



Information filed June 26. 1895. 
Verdict July 15, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment July 18, 
1895, twelve years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed July 18, 1895. 



Transcript fi led Sept. 30, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Oct. 11, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Oct. 25, 
1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Oct. 31, 1895. Argued and 
submitted Feb. 4, 1896. Judg- 
ment and order reversed and 
cause remanded for a new trial 
March 21, 1896. 



Office No. 111. 

Reversed for giv- 
ing erroneous 
instruction, and 
admitting im- 
proper testim'y. 

Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
124. 

Closed. 



Information filed July 8, 1895. 
Verdict July 22, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment July 27, 
1895, four years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Julv 27, 1895. 



Transcript filed Oct. 2, 1895. Ap- 

gellant's brief filed Oct. 11, 1895. 
tespondent's brief filed Oct. 19, 
1895. Submitted on briefs on 
file Feb. 4, 1896. Judgment and 
order affirmed March 17, 1896. 



Office No. 112. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
112. 



Closed. 



Information filed Jan. 12. 1895. 
Verdict Jan. 24, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Jan. 25, 
1895, forty years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Feb. 26, 1895. 



Transcript filed Oct. 5, 1895. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed Feb. 5, 
1896. 



Office No. 113. 
Unreported. 

Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL, 

Attobnby-Gbnbbal's Docket of Criminal Casks is 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 



Crim. 93— Tha People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. C. B. Ranlett, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent : Carroll Cook, W. F. Tinning 
for Appellant. 



SnperiorCourt 
of Contra 
Costa Co. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Murder. 



i 



Crim. 95— The People, etc., Respondent, 
\vs. W. A. Sanders, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Frank H. Short for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By indictment- 
Forgery. 



Crim. 96— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. L. Stra8sman, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Carroll Cook for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By indictment- 
Perjury. 



Crim. 98— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. N. Gusti, Respondent. WT F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, Emmet Sea- 
well, District Attorney Sonoma 
County, for Appellant; Burnett & 
Leppo for Respondent. 



Superior Court Criminal, 
of Sonoma | 
County. 



Crim. 103— The People, etc.. Respondent, 
vs. Ed. Wickham, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; W. F. Aram for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 



By information- 
Furnishing liq- 
uor to Indians. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Felony. 



Crim. 104— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Warren Webster, alias Warren M. 
Webster, Appellant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Respondent ; A. 
Ruef for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Assault to com- 
mit rape. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Jan. 31, 1895. 
Verdict April 23, 1895, guilty of 
murder second degree. Judg- 
ment May 11, 1895, twenty years. 
Notice of appeal filed May 11, 
1895. 



Transcript filed Oct. 10, 1895. Writ 
of probable cause granted Oct. 28, 
1895. Appellant's brief filed Nov. 
15, 1895. Respondent's brief filed 
Dec. 14, 1895. Stipulated that ap- 
peal be dismissed Dec. 20, 1895. 
Appeal dismissed Dec. 20, 1895. 



Office No. 114. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Indictment filed May 19. 1894. 
Verdict April 23, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment April 27, 
1895, ten years. N otice of appeal 
filed April 27, 1895. 



Transcript filed Oct. 11, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Nov. 11, 1895. 
Respondent^ brief filed Jan. 6, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Feb. 3, 1896. Argued and 
submitted Feb. 5, 1896. 



Office No. 115. 



Indictment filed May 5, 1894. Ver- 
dict Feb. 4, 1895, guilty as charged. 
Judgment March 6, 1896, seven 
years. Notice of appeal filed 
March 6, 1895. 



Transcript filed Oct. 12, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Nov. 9, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Dec. 16. 
1895. Appellant's reply brier 
filed Dec. 26, 1895. Argued and 
submitted Feb. 5, 1896. Judg- 
ment and order reversed and 
cause remanded May 22, 1896. 
Stipulation that remittitur issue 
forthwith signed and filed June 
9, 1896. Remittitur issued June 
9, 1896. 



Office No. 116. 

Reversed for in- 
sufficiency of 
evidence. 

Vol.XI.Cal. Dec. 
221. 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 24, 1895. 
Demurrer to information filed 

1 Sept. 10, 1895 ; sustained Sept 10, 
1895. Prisoner ordered discharg- 
ed Sept. 23, 1895. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Sept. 26, 1895. 



Transcript filed Oct. 16, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Oct 23, 1895, 
Respondent's brief filed Oct. 31, 
1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Nov. 9. 1895. Submitted on 
briefs on file Feb. 5, 1896. Judg- 
ment and order reversed and 
cause remanded with instruc- 
tions to Court below to over- 
rule demurrer June 5, 1896. 



Office No. 117. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
244. 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 21, 1895. 
Verdict Sept. 25, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Sept 30, 
1895, three years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Oct. 3, 1895. 



Transcript filed Nov. 14, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Nov. 14, 1895. 

•Respondent's brief filed Nov. 1^, 
1895. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Nov. 30, 1895. Submitted 
on briefs Feb. 5, 1896. Judgment 
and order reversed and Court 
below directed to dismiss the 
prosecution unless upon a fur- 
ther hearing good cause is shown 
for the failure to file the infor- 
mation within the time pre- 
scribed by the statute — June 17, 
1896. 



Office No. 118. 

Reversed for fail- 
ure of District 
Attorney to file 
information 
within time. 

Vol. XII, Cal. 
Dec. 6. 



Closed. 



Information filed March 26, 1895. 
Verdict Aug. 30, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Sept. 21, 
1895, fourteen years. Notice of 
appeal filed Oct. 19, 1895. 



Transcript filed Nov. 18, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Jan. 25, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Feb. 4, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Feb. 21, 1896. Submitted 
on briefs on file Feb. 4, 1896. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and cause remanded Feb. 27, 
1896. 



Office No. 119. 

Reversed on ac- 
count erroneous 
instruction. 

Vol. XI, Cal. 
Dec. 91. 



Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Attorney-General's Docket of Criminal Cases in 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character of | 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 



Crim. 10&— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. P. J. Faust, Appellant W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; E. V. Spencer, F. C. Spen- 
cer for Appellant. 



Crim. 107— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. William Mason, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Reel B. Terry for Appellant. 



Superior Court I Criminal ~ j B v inform ation— 

of Lassen ; Felony ; f urnish- 

County. j i ing liquor to In- 

I dians. 






Superior Court 
01 San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal. 



By information- 
Attempt to com- 
mit grand lar- 
ceny. 



Crim. 108— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. W. W. De "Winton, Respondent. 
W. F. Fitzgerald. Attorney-General, 
for Appellant; Reddy, Campbell & 
Metson for Respondent. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By indictment- 
Felony; arson. 



Crim. 109— The People, etc., Respondent, j Superior Court 
vs. Charles Brown, Appellant. W. F. \ of Fresno Co. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- j 
spondent; S. J. Hinds for Appellant. 



Crim. 110— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. 8. D. Worden, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent, Carroll Cook of counsel; 
J. E. Strong, E. R. Bush for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 



Criminal.. 



I 



Criminal. 



By information — 
Assault with in- 
tent to commit 
murder. 



Bv information- 
Murder. 



Crim. Ill— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. J. W. Alden, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; George Hayford for Appel- 
lant. 



Crim. 115 — The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Jerome Hickman, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; T. S. Shankland, E. S. 
Reichard for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Forgery. 



Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 



Criminal.. By information- 
Grand larceny. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below, i MemOT ^SSf c^^ 116111 in j Remarks. 



Information filed Sept. 14, 1895. 
Demurrer filed Sept. 19, 1895; 
overruled Sept. 20, 1895. Verdict 
Oct. 9, 1895, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Oct. 14, 1895, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 31, 
1895.' 



I 



Transcript filed Nov. 21, 1895. Ap- 1 Office No. 120. 
pellant's brief filed Dec. 4, 1895. Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
Respondent's brief filed Dec. 24, 245. 
189a Submitted on briefs Feb. 
5, 1896. Appellant's supple- 
mental brief nled April 4, 1896. | 
Judgment and order denying 
defendant's motion for a new 
trial affirmed June 5, 1896. Closed. 



Information filed July 23, 1895. 
Verdict Sept. 5, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Sept. 13, 
1895, five years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Sept 25, 1895. 



Indictment filed Jan. 18, 1895. 
Verdict April 20, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Motion in arrest of 
judgment May 10, 1895. Motion 
for new trial denied and motion 
in arrest of judgment granted 
May 31, 1895. Notice of appeal 
filed June 1, 1895, from order 
granting motion in arrest of 
] udgment. 



Transcript filed Nov. 26, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed Jan. 22, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
Feb. 12, 1896. Submitted on 
briefs April 23, 1896. Judgment 
and order affirmed May 28, 1896. 



Office No. 121. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
232. 



Closed. 



Transcript filed Nov. 27, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed Dec. 16, 
1895. Respondent's brief filed 
Dec. 31, 1895. Respondent's ad- 
ditional points and authorities' 
filed Jan. 6, 1896. Appellant's re- 
ply brief filed Jan. 7, 1896. Con- 
tinued to Sacramento Term 
April 23, 1896. Argued and sub- 
mitted May 13, 1896. Judgment I 
and order affirmed July 22, 1896. | 



Office No. 122. 

Order arresting 
judgment af- 
firmed, for in- 
sufficiency of 
indictment. 

Vol. XII, CaL 
Dec. 18.. 



Closed. 



Information filed June 14. 1895. 
Verdict July 11, 1895, guilty of 
assault with deadly weapon. 
Judgment July 13, 1895, impris- 
onment one year and fine of 
$750. Notice of appeal filed Aug. 
26, 1895. 



I Transcript filed Nov. 29, 1895. 

| Appellant's brief filed Jan. 3, 

I 1896. Respondent's brief filed 

I Jan. 27. 1896. Appellant's reply 

| brief filed Feb. 8, 1896. Submit- 

i ted on briefs oh file April 23, 

i 1896. Judgment and order 

! affirmed May 27, 1896. 



Office No. 123. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
231. 



Closed. 



Information filed Sept. 20, 1894. 
Verdict Nov. 9, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Nov. 16, 1894, 
death. Notice of appeal filed 
Nov. 19, 1894. 



Transcript filed Nov. 25, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Dec. 6, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Jan. 9, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief filed 
Jan. 14, 1896. Argued and sub- j 
mitted Jan. 14, 1896. Order deny- ; 
ing a new trial affirmed July 29, i 
1896. 



Office No. 124. 
Vol.XII,Cal.Dec. 
41. 



Closed. 



Information filed Sept. 8. 1894. 
Verdict Nov. 21, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Jan. 5, 1895, 
twelve years. Notice of appeal 
filed Jan. 8, 1895. 



Transcript filed Dec. 3. 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Jan. 2, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Jan. 31, 
1896. Cause argued and sub- 
mitted Feb. 5, 1896. Judgment 
and order affirmed June 9, 1896. 



Office No. 125. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
252. 



Closed. 



Information 



filed 
Verdict June , 
charged. Judgment July 1, 1895, 
three years. Notice of appeal 
filed July 1, 1895. 



led Feb. 1, 1895. Transcript filed Dec. 9, 1895. Ap- ; Office No. 126. 

21, 1895, guilty as pellant's brief filed Jan. 13, 1896. 1 Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 

. , p - *„ r. , „.,„.. 23L 



Respondent's brief filed Feb. 4, 
1896. Submitted on briefs on file 
Aug. 23, 1896. Judgment and 
order affirmed May 28, 1896. 



Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attorney-Generai/s Docket of Criminal Cases in 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 116— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. H. E. Howland, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Tanner & Taft, Goodrich & 
Garrison for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Perjury. 


Crim. 117— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. John Cummings, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; W. M. Peck, A. Adair for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Riverside 
County. 


Criminal -- 


By information— 
Murder. 


Crim. 118— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Caesar Cummings, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; W. M. Pec*, A. Adair for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Riverside 
County. 


Criminal -. 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 119— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. A. J. Whiteman, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; W. S. Hinckle for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. . 


By indictment- 
Forgery. 


Crim. 120— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. William Curtis, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; R. T. Devlin, C. T. Jones 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal.. 


By accusation- 
Willful and cor- 
rupt misconduct 
in office. 


Crim. 121— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. W. H. Thompson, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Goodrich, Trask & Har- 
ris for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal ._ 


By information- 
Felony ; train- 
wrecking. 


Crim. 123— The People, etc.. Appellant, 
vs. B. W. Cavanaugh, Respondent. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Appellant; Johnson & Johnson, 
C. T. Jones for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment- 
Bribery ; violat- 
ing Purity of 
Elections Law. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. U ^ mu ^SSS^ JI^T^ ln 



Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed April 13, 1895. 
Verdict June 27, 1805, guilty as 
charged. Judgment July 5. 1895, 
two years. Notice of appeal filed 
July 6, 1895. 



Transcript filed Dec. 9, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Jan. 27, 1896„ 
Respondent's brief filed Feb. 17, 
1896. Argued and submitted 
Feb. 20, 1896. Judgment and 
order reversed and Court below 
ordered to set aside information 
April 3, 1896. 



Office No. 127. 

Reversed for in- 
sufficiency of 
the informa- 
tion. 

Vol.XI,Cal.Dec. 
132. 

Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 21, 1895. 
Verdict Sept 25, 1895, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Oct. 1. 1895, death. Notice of 
appeal filed Nov. 8, 1895. 



Transcript filed Dec. 11, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Dec. 11, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Dec. 16, 
1895. Argued and submitted 
Jan. 14, 1896. Judgment and 
order affirmed May 30, 1896. 



Office No. 128. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
233. 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 21, 1895. 
Verdict 8ept. 25, 1895. guilty as 
charged. Judgment Oct. 1, 1895, 
death. Notice of appeal filed 
Nov. 8. 1895. 



Transcript filed Dec. 11, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Dec. 11, 1895. 
Respondent's brief filed Jan. 14, 
1896. Argued and submitted 
Jan. 14, 1896. Judgment and 
order affirmed May 30, 1896. 



Office No. 129. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
233. 



Closed. 



Indictment filed April 30, 1895. 
Verdict June 20, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Aug. 30, 
1895, nine years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Sept 27, 1895. 



Transcript filed Dec. 18, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Jan. 15. 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Feb. 3, 
1896. Argued and submitted 
Feb. 5, 1896. 



Office No. 130. 



Accusation filed July 19, 1895. 
Demurrer filed July 24, 1895; 
overruled July 25, 1895. Order 
dismissing accusation filed Oct. 
3, 1895; order setting aside order 
dismissing accusation filed Oct. 
28, 1895. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 6, 1895. 



Transcript filed Dec. 24, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Jan. 6, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Feb. 25, 
1896. Submitted on briefs on 
file April 23, 1896. Judgment 
and order affirmed May 28, 1896. 



Office No. 131. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
232. 



Closed. 



Information filed Jan. 22, 1895. 
Verdict May 8, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment May 22, 
1895, death. Notice of appeal 
filed May 22, 1895. 



Transcript filed Dec. 24, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Feb. 17, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed March 
21, 1896. Appellant's reply brief 
filed April 13, 1896. Argued and 
submitted April 22, 1896. 



Office No. 132. 



Indictment filed June ' 28, 1895. 
Motion to quash indictment filed 
July 19, 1895. Motion denied 
Aug. 30, 1895. Demurrer filed 
Sept. 30, 1895 ; sustained Dec. 14, 
1895. Notice of appeal filed Dec. 
17, 1895. 



Transcript filed Jan. 2, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Jan. 31, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Feb. 29, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief 
filed April 3, 1896. Submitted 
on briefs on file April 23, 1896. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 21, 1896. 



Office No. 133. 

Indictment for 
bribery at pri- 
mary election, 
held Purity of 
Elections Act 
does not apply 
to primary elec- 
tions. 

Vol. XI, Cal. Dec 
221. 

Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attobney-Genbbal'b Docket of Criminal Casks in 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


i 
Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 126— Ex parte Wm. Mc Daniels on ' 
habeas corpus, Petitioner. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 1 
spondent ; F. McGowan, 0. C. Gregor 
for Petitioner. ' 


1 


Criminal.. 




Crim. 127— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Edward Rangod, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald,' Attorney -General, for 
Respondent; L. A. Mendelson, H. H. 
Appel for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Rape. 


Crim. 128— The People, etc., Respondent, i Superior Court 
vs. Frank Kooney Kloss, alias Frank j o! San Fran- 
Kloss, Appellant. W. F. Fitzgerald, cisco. 
Attorney-General, for Respondent ; | 
Thornton Woodbury, H. L. Wilson \ 
for Appellant. I 


Criminal .. 

• 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 129— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Fred Bogner, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; G. F. Harris, D. W. Jenks 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi Modoc 
County. 


Criminal.. 




Crim. 131 — The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. W. L. Eppinger, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; W. M. Cannon for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Forgery. 


Crim. 132— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Claud Armstrong, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Lamberson & Middlecoff 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


I 
Criminal..! By information — 
1 Grand larceny. 

i 


Crim. 133— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Frank Comyns, Appellant W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Robert Ferral, Edward M. 
Comyns for Appellant, 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Grand larceny. 


Crim. 135— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. F. L. Barney, Appellant. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, for Respond- 
ent; G. A. Whitby, A. B. Shoemaker, 
T. S. O'Donnell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi Stanislaus 
County. 


Criminal. . 


By information — 
Rape. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Petition for writ filed Jan. 9, 1896. 
Petitioner "s points and authori- 
ties filed Jan. 9, 1896. Issued 
writ Jan. 13, 1896. Return filed 
Jan. 18, 1896. Petitioner re- 
manded Jan. 20, 1896. 



Office No. 134. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed Oct. 16, 1895. 
Verdict Dec. 3, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Dec. 10, 
1895, five years. Notice of appeal 
filed Dec. 12, 1895. 



Transcript filed Jan. 18, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Jan. 23, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Feb. 25, 
1896. Submitted on briefs on 
file April 23, 1896. Judgment 
and order affirmed May 21, 1896. 



Office No. 135. 
Vol. XI, Cal. Dec 
219. 



Closed. 



Information filed June 24, 1895. 
Verdict Nov. 14, 1895, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Dec. 7, 1896, death. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Dec. 12, 1895. 



Transcript filed Jan. 25, 1896. Con- 
tinued to May Term April 18, 
1896. Appellant granted fifteen 
days to file brief May 12, 1896. 
Respondent ten days to reply 
May 12, 1896. Notice of order of 
Court and affidavit of service 
filed May 16, 1896. Appellant's 
brief filed May 27, 1896. Re- 
spondent's brief filed June 10, 
1896. Submitted on briefs on 
file July 28, 1896. 



Office No. 136. 



Affidavit and motion to dismiss 
filed Jan. 21. 1896. Opposition to 
dismissal of appeal filed Feb. 10, 
1896. Motion to dismiss argued 
and granted May 11, 1896. 



Office No. 137. 
Unreported. 

Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 27, 1894. 
Verdict April 4, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Nov. 8, 1895, 
fourteen years. Notice or ap- 
peal filed frov. 11, 1895. 



Transcript filed Jan. 31, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Feb. 27, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Mar. 6, 
1896. Submitted on briefs on file 
April 24, 1896. 



Office No. 138. 



Information filed Oct. 23, 1895. 
Verdict Nov. 30, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Dec. 6, 1895, 
four years. Notice of appeal 
filed Dec. 16, 1895. 



Transcript filed Feb. 3, 1896. 
pellanVs brief filed Feb. 10, : 



Ap- 

, 1896. 

Respondent's brief filed Feb. 28, 
1896. Submitted on briefs on 
file April 24, 1896. 



Office No. 139. 



Information filed Oct. 14, 1895. 
Verdict Nov. 23, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Nov. 30, 1895, 
ten years. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 5, 1895. 



Transcript filed Feb. 5, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed March 10, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
March 20. 1896. Submitted on 
briefs on file April 24, 1896. Judg- 
ment reversed and cause re- 
manded for new trial Aug. 24, W. 



Office No. 140. 

Reversed on ac- 
count of errone- 
ous instruction. 

Vol. XII, Cal. 
Dec. 72. 

Closed. 



Information filed July 1. 1895. 
Verdict Sept. 5, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Sept. 7, 1895, 
seven years. Notice of appeal 
filed Sept. 19, 1895. 



Transcript filed Feb. 6, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Feb. 15, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed March 
9, 1896. Submitted on briefs on 
file April 24, 1896. 



Office No. 141. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attorkby-Gxvbral's Docket of Criminal Casks ih 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Grim. 136— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. James Eagan, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; J. L. Love, 8. H. Regens- 
burger for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment- 
Altering election 
returns. 


Crim. 138— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Walter Tallmadge, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Power & Alford, F. L. 
Alford for Appellant 


Superior Court 
of Tulare 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment — 
Grand larceny. 


Crim. 139— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vb. Walter Horace Ross, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent ; Carroll Cook for Ap- 
pellant. ' 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— 
Robbery. 


Crim. 140— The People, etc.. Respondent, 
vs. A. W. Shear, Appellant W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; P. J. Mogan for Appellant. 




Criminal.. 




Crim. 143— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Walter Tallmadge, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Power & Alford, F. L. Al- 

„ ford for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment- 
Grand larceny. 


Crim. 144— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. Martha Dunlap, Respondent. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Appellant; Wilcoxon & Bouldin, 
Graves & Graves for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of San Luis 
Obispo Co. 


Criminal. . 


By indictment- 
Perjury. 


Crim. 145 — The People, etc.. Respondent, 
vs. Louis Cohen, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; T. J. Crowley, H. I. Kowal- 
sky, J. A. Long for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Perjury. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Indictment filed March 11, 1885. 
Verdict October 23, 1895, guilty 
as charged. Judgment Dec. 7, 
1895, one year. Notice of appeal 
filed Dec. 7, 1895. 



Transcript filed Feb. 13, 1898. Con- 
tinued to May Term April 24, 
1896. Substitution of Attorneys 
Dunne & McPike for J. L. Love 
filed May 15, 1896. Appellant's 
brief filed June 23, 1896. Re- 
spondent's brief filed July 1, 1896. 
Appellant's reply brief filed Aug. 
13, 1896. 



Oflace No. 142. 



Indictment filed Feb. 9, 1895. Ver- 
dict May 1, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment July 6, 1895, 
nine years. Notice of appeal 
filed July 6, 1885. 



Transcript filed Feb. 17, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed March 31, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
April 24, 1896. Continued to 
8acramento Term, April 24, 1896. 
Argued and submitted May 15, '96. 



OflSce No. 143. 



Information filed Oct. 1. 1895. 
Verdict Oct. 25, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Nov. 8, 1895, 
twenty-five years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Dec. 3, 1895. 



Transcript filed Feb. 20, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed April 3, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed April 22, 
1896. Continued to Sacramento 
Term April 24, 1896. Argued 
and submitted May 15, 1896. 
Notice of motion for diminu- 
tion of record and Clerk's certifi- 
cate filed May 15, 1896. 



Office No. 144., 



Notice of motion to dismiss filed 
Feb. 25, 1896. Motion argued 
and denied March 3, 1896. Stipu- 
lation to dismiss appeal filed 
March 24, 1896. Appeal dismiss- 
ed, remittitur forthwith issued 
March 24, 1896. 



Office No. 145. 



Closed. 



Indictment filed Feb. 9, 1895. Ver- 
dict May 1, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment July 6, 1895, 
nine years. Notice of appeal 
filed July 6, 1895. 



Transcript filed March 2, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed March 31, 
1896. Continued to Sacramento 
Term April 24, 1896. Argued 
and submitted May 15, 1896, on 
brief on file in cause No. 138. 



Office No. 146. 



Indictment filed Dec. 5, 1895. De- 
murrer filed Jan. 10, 1896; sus- 
tained Jan. 14, 1896. Notice of 
appeal filed Feb. 18, 1896. 



Transcript filed Feb. 24, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed March 5, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed March 
13, 1896. Appellant's reply brief 
filed April 8, 1896. Submitted on 
briefs on file April 23, 1896. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 28, 1896. 



Office No. 147. 

Affirmed for in- 
sufficiency of 
pleading. 

Vol. XI, Cal. Dec. 
233. 

Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 19, 1894. 
Verdict Dec. 26, 1894, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Jan. 18, 1895, 
eight years. Notice of appeal 
filed Jan. 23, 1895. 



Transcript filed March 6, 1896. 
Argued and submitted May 13, 



Office No. 148. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Atto&nsy-Gbnbral's Dockbt of Criminal Cases in 



Title of Catise. 


In What in*.— «♦-»/*# 
County Tried Cha £F* rof 
and Adjudged. | - Jetton. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crin*. 146— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Terrence McCabe, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; E. M. Sweeney for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— 
Resisting an offi- 
cial. 


Crim. 148— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. W.J. Busby, Appellant. W.F.Fitz- 
gerald. Attorney-General, for Respond- 
ent; J. N. Davidson, L. F. Fisher, P. E. 
King for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 149— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Frank Roemer, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; J. C. Rives, Johnston 
Jones, N. Newboy for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 160— The People, etc., Respond- 1 Superior Court 
ent, vs. George Harris, Appellant. W. of Los Ange- 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- General, for les County. 
Respondent ; K. A. Ling for Appellant. 1 

j 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Burglary. 


Crim. 161— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. Eugene Pardini, Appellant 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; A. A. Friedlander, 
L. C. Pistolesi for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Rape. 


Crim. 163— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. James H. Cummings, Respondent. 
W. F. FitzgeraldL Attorney-General, 
for Appellant; E. M. Morgan, A. J. 
Morganstern for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Obtaining money 
and property 
under false pre- 
tenses. 


Crim. 154— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. M. A. Mayes, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; W. A. Ryan, R. A. Ling for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Grand larceny. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Jan. 4, 1886, Ver- 
dict Jan. 14, 1896, guilty as charg- 
ed. Judgment Jan. 24, 1896, one 
year in County Jail. Notice of 
appeal filed Feb. 7, 1896. 



Transcript filed March IS, 1896. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 13, 1896. Petition for rehear- 
ing filed May 22, 1896; denied 
May 29, 1896. 



Office No. 149. 
Unreported. 

Closed. 



Information filed Nov. 7, 1895. 
Verdict Nov. 11, 1895, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Dec. 10, 1895, life. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Dec. 10, 1895. 



Transcript filed March 12, 1896. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 12, 1896. Petition for rehear- 
ing filed May 27, 1896; denied 
June 5, 1896. 



Office No. 150. 
Vol.XI,Cal.Dec. 
243. 

Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 19. 1895. 
Verdict Oct 24, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Nov. 15. 
1895, fifteen years. Notice oi 
appeal filed Nov. 15, 1895. 



Transcript filed March 14, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed March 24. 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
April 16. 1896. Argued and sub- 
mitted April 23, 1896. Judgment 
and order affirmed Aug. 14, 1896. 



Office No. 151. 
Vol. XII, Cal. 
Dec. 59. 



Closed. 



Information filed Jan. 18, 1896. 
Verdict Jan. 23, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Jan. 27, 
1896, one year. Notice of appeal 
filed Jan. 28, 1896. 



Transcript filed March 7, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed March 14. 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
April 6, 1896. Appellant's reply 
brief filed April 13, 1896. Argued 
and submitted April 24, 1896. 



Office No. 152. 



Information filed Jan. 2, 1896. 
.Verdict Jan. 21, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Jan. 24. 
1896, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed February 3, 1896. 



Transcript filed March. 18. 1896. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 13, 1896. 



Office No. 153. 
Unreported. 

Closed. 



Information filed Jan. 22, 1896. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 1, 1896 ; sus- 
tained Feb. 8, 1896. Notice of 
appeal filed Feb. 14, 1896. 



Transcript filed March 20, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed May 5, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
May 13, 1896. Motion to dismiss 
and cause submitted May 13, 18^. 
Appellant's reply brief filed May 
27, 1896. Respondent's reply brief 
filed June 8, 1896. Submitted on 
briefs on file July 28, 1896. 



Office No. 154. 



Information filed Sept. 30. 1895. 
Verdict Nov. 7, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Dec. 17, 
1895, six years. Notice of appeal 
filed March 2, 1896. 



Transcript filed Mar. 20, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Mar. 30, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed April 24, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief filed 
May 4, 1896. Argued and sub- 
mitted April 23, 1896. Ordered 
Respondent leave to substitute 
brief June 1, 1896. Judgment and 
order affirmed Aug. 7, 1896. 



Office No. 165. 
Vol.XII,Cal.Dec. 
48. 



Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL* 

Attorn ey-Gbnbbal's Docket of Criminal Casks is 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion an4 Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 156— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. L. E. Richtie and George A. Long, 
Respondents. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, for Appellant; A. L. 
Shinn for Respondents. 


Superior Court 
of Lassen Co. 


Criminal— 


By information- 
Altering brand of 
steer. 


Crim. 157— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. M. J. McDonald, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; George Hayford for Ap- 
pellant. 




Criminal.. 




Crim. 158 — The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Frank H. Larrabee, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; George Hayford for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 150— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. W. H. Thompson, Appellant W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; Goodrich, Trask & Har- 
ris for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal— 




Crim. 161— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. F. B. Kennett, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Ben Goodrich, T. E. Gibbon, 
W. H. Shinn, W. A. Harris for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 162— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Thomas Barker, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Paris & Allison, F. B. Daley 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Criminal— 


By indictment — 
Robbery. 


Crim. 163— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Frank McCann, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; J. M. Thompson, Ross 
Campbell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
or Sonoma 
County. 


Criminal— 


By information- 
Assault with a 
deadly weapon. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Conrt Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Jan. 30, 1896. 
Ordered that motion to set aside 
information be granted Feb. 15, 
1896. Motion to set aside infor- 
mation filed Feb. 15, 1896. Notice 
of appeal filed March 9, 1896. 



Transcript filed March 23, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed March 27, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
April 1, 1896. Argued and sub- 
mitted May 13, 1896. Appeal dis- 
missed July 24, 1896. 



Office No. 156. 

Appeal by Dis- 
trict Attorney 
from order set- 
ting aside infor- 
mation — held 
order not ap- 
pealable. 

Vol. XII, Cal. Dec. 
25. 

Closed. 



Petition for stay of judgment 
filed March 24, 1896; affidavit 
filed March 25, 1896. Certified 
copy notice of appeal filed Mar. 
25, 1896. Order of this Court 
made Mar. 21, 1896, directing 
Sheriff of San Francisco to stay 
execution of judgment in said 
case until further order of Court, 
be and it is hereby revoked and 
set aside July 23, 1896. 



Office No. 157. 
Unreported. 



Closed. 



Information filed Sept. 13, 1894. 
Verdict Jan. 26, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Feb. 1, 1895, 
life. Notice of appeal filed Nov. 
18, 1895! 



Transcript filed Mar. 30, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 4, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed May 27, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Aug. 4, 1896. Submitted on 
briefs on file Aug. 4, 1896. 



Office No. 158. 



Order made fixing the 22d day of 
May, 1896, for the execution of 
the judgment in said cause. 
Notice of appeal from said order 
filed March 25, 1896. 



Transcript filed Mar. 26, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed April 7, 1896. 
Argued and submitted with 
Crim No. 121 April 22, 1896. Peti- 
tion for writ of probable cause 
and stay of execution filed April 
25, 1896. Writ and order staying 
execution issued May 9, 1896. 



Office No. 159. 



Information filed June 21, 1895. 
Verdict Oct. 30, 1895, guilty, of 
manslaughter. Judgment Nov. 
15, 1895, ten years. Notice of 
appeal filed March 28, 1896. 



Transcript filed March 31, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed April 22, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
May 12, 1896. Argued and sub- 
mitted April 23, 1896. Judgment 
and order affirmed Aug. 13, 1896. 
Petition for rehearing filed Aug. 
15, 1896; denied Sept 11, 1896. 



Office No. 160. 
Vol.XII,CaLDec. 
59. 



Closed. 



Indictment filed May 9, 1894. 
Verdict Dec. 31, 1895, guilty of 
robbery. Judgment Jan. 17, 1896, 
six years. Notice of appeal filed 
March 24, 1896. 



Transcript filed March 31, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed April 22, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
May 4, 1896. Order continued to 
Los Angeles Term Aug. 17, 1896. 



Office No. 161. 



Information filed Nov. 2, 1895. 
Verdict March 5, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment March 16, 
1896, punished by fine of $400, and 
in default of payment, one day 
for every $2 in County Jail until 
same is satisfied. Notice of ap- 
peal filed March 19, 1896. 



Transcript filed April 8, 1896. 
Judgment affirmed Aug. 17, 1896. 
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n by-General's 


DOCKET OF 


Criminal Casks in 


Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


nh. «.**»* ,tf Mode of Prosecu- 

Ch E3f£ rof i tion and Natuie 
Action. of Crime 


Crim. 164— The People, etc. Respondent, ! Superior Court 
vs. J. F. Turner, Appellant. W. F. | of San Fran- 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 1 Cisco, 
spondent ; Knight & Heggerty for Ap- • 
pell ant. ' 


Criminal.. 


Bv information- 
Forgery. 


Crim. 166— The People, etc.. Appellant, 
vs. E. M. Roberts, Kesnondent. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Ap- 
pellant ; J. W. Mahon, Laird & Packard 
for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Kern Co. 


Criminal- 


By indictment — 
Forgery. 


Crim. 167— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Michael McDonald, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; George Hayford for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Assault with in- 
tent to commit 
robbery. 


Crim. 168— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Dennis McCarthy, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Farquar & Hall for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sonoma 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Murder. 


Crim. 171— Ex parte Terrence McCabe 
on habeas corpus, Petitioner. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Treadwell & Sweaney for 
Petitioner. 




Criminal.. 




Crim. 172— Ex parte J. F. Turner for ad- 
mission to bail, Petitioner. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; George A. Knight for Peti- 
tioner. 




Criminal.. 




Crim. 174— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. J. F. Higgins, Respondent. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Ap- 
pellant; J. Hutchinson for Respond- 
ent. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal ._ 


By information — 
Libel. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed May 51. 1895. 
Verdict Feb. 20, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment March 6, 
1898. ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed March 11, 1896. 



Transcript filed April 13. 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed May 1, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed May 18, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief filed 
May 26, 1896. Argued and sub- 
mitted May 15, 1896. Judgment 
and order reversed and cause re- 
manded with directions to trial 
court to sustain the motion in 
arrest of judgment June 16, 1896. 



Office No. 163. 

Reversed for in- 
sufficiency of in- 
formation. 

Vol. XII, Cal. Dec. 
2. 



Closed. 



Indictment filed May 14, 1895. Ver- 
dict Dec. XI, 1895. not guilty. No- 
tice of appeal filed Dec. 23, 1895. 



Transcript filed April 22, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed April 28, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed May 23, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief tiled 
July 31, 1896. Argued and sub- 
mitted Aug. 17, 1896. Order 
affirmed Aug. 19, 1896. 



Office No. 164. 

Appeal from ord. 
instr'ng jury to 
acquit. Affirmd 
on ground that 
acquittal is bar 
to another pros- 
ecution. 

Vol. XII, Cal. Dec. 
67. 

Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 19, 1896. 
Verdict March 16, 1896. guilty as 
charged. Judgment March 20. 
1896, fourteen years. Notice of 
appeal filed March 23, 1896. 



Transcript filed April 28, 1896. Ar- 

fued and submitted Aug. 17, 1896, 
udgment and order affirmed 
Aug. 19, 1896. 



Office No. 165." 
Vol. XII, Cal. Dec. 
74. 

Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 12. 1895. 
Verdict Oct. 10, 1895, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
Nov. 11, 1895, death. Notice of 
appeal filed Jan. 7, 1896. 



Transcript filed April 29, 1896. 
Appellant's brief hied May 16, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
June 17, 18J96. Argued and sub- 
mitted Aug. 4, 1896. 



Office No. 166. 



Petition for writ of habeas corpus 
filed May 8, 1896. Writ denied 
May 8, 1896. 



Office No. 167. 
Unreported. 

Closed. 



Petition filed May 8, 1896. Or- 
dered writ issue May 8, 1896. 
Issued writ May 8, 1896. Appli- 
cation denied May 15, 1896\ 



Office No. 168. 
Unreported. 

Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 25, 1800. 
Motion to set aside information 
filed March 9, 1896. Motion 
granted April 4, 1896. Notice of 
appeal filed May 2, 1896. 



Transcript filed May 18, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed May 27, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed June 20, 
1896. Cause submitted on briefs 
Aug. 17, 1896. Appeal dismissed 
Aug. 18, 1896. 



Office No. 169. 

Dismis'd on gr'nd 
that appeal will 
not He from or- 
der setting aside 
information. 

Vol. XII, Cal. 
Dec. 66. 

Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attorney-General's Docket of Criminal Cases in 



Title of Cause. 


In What ipv.-M-.Ai 
County Tried I ch f2fi^ 0< 
and Adjudged. 1 Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


dim. 176 — The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. W. E. Paulsefl, Appellant W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; T. C. Coogan, Reddy, Camp- 
bell <fc Metson for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Robbery. 


Crim. 177— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Cesari Crespi, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Van Ness & Redman for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Libel. 

• 


Crim. 178— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. E. N. Tucker and Frank Tallmadge, 
Appellants. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Respondent ; W. R. 
Jacobs, J. G. Swinerton for Appel- 
lants. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Criminal.- 


By indictment- 
Extortion. 


Crim. 179— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Georee Tarbox, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Blackstock <fe Ewing for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Ventura 
County. 


Criminal.. 1 By information— 
i Rape. 

1 

i 


Crim. 180— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. William Sierp, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; Alex Campbell for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 181— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Louisa Worthington, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; B. G. Haskell, J. J. 
Guilfoyfe, Jr. for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- -| By information — 
Murder. 

I 

! 


Crim. 184— The People, etc., Appellant, ' Superior Court 
vs. Louis Muhlner, Respondent. W. ' of Alameda 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for | County. 
Appellant ; C. G. Nagle for Respond- 1 
ent. 

. 


Criminal- . 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 186— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Philip Ratz, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, for Respondent ; Geo. Hay- 
ford for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal ._ 


By indictment — 
Rape. 


Crim. 188— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. John Lourintz, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; E. S. Salomon, L.C. Pistolesi, 
and J. A. Stephens for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- . 


By information- 
Rape. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed March 29; 1894. 
Verdict Nov. 13, 1895, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Dec. 7, 1895, 
fifteen years. Notice of appeal 
filed Jan. 24, 1896. 



Transcript filed May 18, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed June 17, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed July 14, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief 
filed Aug. 3, 1896. Cause argued 
and submitted Aug. 18, 1896. 



Office No. 170. 



Information filed July 22, 1895. 
Verdict March 13, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment March 27, 
1896, three months in County 
Jail. Notice of appeal filed 
March 31, 1896. 



Transcript filed May 26, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed June 3, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed July 23, 
1896. Appellant's reply brief 
filed July 29, 1896. Argued and 
submitted Aug. 18, 1896. 



Office No. 171. 



Indictment filed Jan. 28, 1896. De- 
murrer filed Feb. 4, 1896; over- 
ruled Feb. 4, 1896. Verdict April 
9, 1896, guilty as charged. Judg- 
ment April 20, 1896, two and one 
half years. Noiice of appeal 
filed May 11, 189a 



Transcript filed May 29, 1896. Ap- Office No. 172. 
pellant Tucker's brief filed June 
8, 1896. Respondent's brief filed > 
July 1, 1896. Submitted on briefs 
Aug. 18, 1896. 



Information filed March 9, 1896. 
Verdict April 14, 1896, guilty as 
charged. J udgment May 6, 1896, 
seven years. Notice of appeal 
filed May 14, 1896. 



Transcript filed June 4, 1896. Ap- 

Sjllant's brief filed June 23, 1896. 
espon dent's brief filed July 21, 
1896. Cause submitted on briefs 
on file Aug. 18, 1896. 



Office No. 173. 



Information filed Dec. 9, 1895. 
Verdict Feb. 1, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Feb. 8, 1896. 
twenty years. Notice of appeal 
filed Feb. 18, 1896. 



Transcript filed June 8, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed July 30, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Aug. 5, 
1896. Cause argued and sub- 
mitted Aug. 4, 1896. 



Office No. 174. 



Information filed June 4, 1893. 
Verdict Aug. 14, 1895, guilty of 
murder second degree. Judg- 
ment Aug. 23, 1895, twenty-five 
years. Notice of appeal filed 
Aug. 23, 1895. 



Information filed Sept 25, 1895. 
Verdict Dec. 26, 1895, guilty of 
manslaughter. Motion for new 
trial made Jan. 4, 1896, and 
granted same day. Notice of 
appeal filed Jan. 14, 1896. 



Transcript filed June 12, 1896. 
Appellant '8 brief filed July 10, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
July 31, 1896. Argued and sub- 
mitted Aug. 4, 1896. 



Office No. 175. 



Transcript filed June 22, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed July 16. 
1896. Notice of substitution filed 
July 21, 1896; continued Aug. 3, 
1896. Submitted on briefs on 
file Aug. 26, 1896. 



Office No. 176. 

Ordered appelln't 
have twenty 
days time to file 
points and au- 
th'rit'sJuly^. 



Indictment filed Jan. 6, 1896. Ver- 
dict Jan. 23, *96, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Jan. 31, 1896, twenty 
years. Notice of appeal filed 
Feb. 10, 1896. 



Transcript filed June 23, 1896. Ar- 
gued and submitted Aug. 18, 1896. 



Office No. 177. 



In formation filed Feb. 1, 1896. Ver- 
dict March 2, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment March 6, 
1896, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed April 30, 1896. 



Transcript filed July 14, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 14, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Aug. 26, 



Office No. 178. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attobnby-Gbnkral's Docxbt of Cbimihal Casks is 



Title of Cause. 


County lulled | Cb ?^ rof 
and Adjudged. | Action. 


Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Crime. 


Crim. 189— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. James D. Page, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; J. N. E. Wilson, Alex. Camp- 
bell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment — 
Embezzlement. 


Crim. 190— Ex parte B. Suebe for a writ 
of habeas corpus, Petitioner. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; W. G. Dyas, F. B. Howard 
for Petitioner. 




Criminal.. 




Crim. 191— The People, etc. H Resppndent, 
vs. Eugene Bosquet, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; E. C, Hart, C, T. Jones 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal.. 


By information- 
Permitting his 
wife to remain in 
a house of prosti- 
tution. 


Crim. 192— The People, etc.. Respondent, 
vs. Robert Main, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Geo. E. Colwell for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Napa Co. 


Criminal. . 


By information — 
Burglary. 


Crim. 193— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. James Harrison, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent ; Ladd & Hughes for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— 
Burglary. 


Crim. 194— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. W. G. Pearne, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; R. C, Long, Geo. E. Gard- 
ner, A. F. Jones for Appellant 


Superior Court 
of Butte Co. 


Criminal— 


By indictment- 
Manslaughter. 


Crim. 196— The People, etc., Respond- 
ent, vs. William Theodore Durrant, 
Appellant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Respondent ; Eugene 
N. Duprey, John H. Dickinson for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal __ 


By information- 
Murder. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


I ndictment filed May 29, 1895. Ver- 
dict April 15, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment April 24, 
1896, eight years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed May 14, 1896. 


Transcript filed July 14, 189& Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 13, 1896. 


Office No. 179. 




Petition for writ and points and 
authorities filed July 16, 1896. 
Affidavit of F. B, Howard filed 
July 28, 1896. July 28, 1896, writ 
issued returnable July 31. Peti- 
tion argued and submitted July 
31, 1896. 


Office No. 180. 


Information filed Dec. 18, 1895. 
Verdict Jan. 20, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment Feb. 7, 1896. 
live years. Notice of appeal 
filed Feb. 7, 1896. 


Transcript filed July 15, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Sept. 3, 1896. 


Office No. 181. 


Information filed April 13, 1896. 
Verdict May 7, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment May 8, 1896. 
seven years. Notice of appeal 
filed May 16, 1896. 


Transcript filed July 17, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed July 25, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
Aug. 26, 1896. 


Office No. 182. 


Information filed Feb. 14, 1896. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 17, 1896; 
overruled Feb. 17, 1896. Verdict 
March 18, 1896, guilty of burglary 
second degree. Judgment March 
21, 1896, five years. Notice of 
appeal filed March 31, 1896. 


Transcript filed July 23, 1896. 


Office No. 183. 


Indictment filed Dec. 5, 1895. Ver- 
dict March 5, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment March 16, 
1896, one year. Notice of appeal 
filed March 16, 1896. 


Transcript filed July 23, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed July 31, 1896. 
Respondent's brief filed Aug. 26, 
1896. 


Office No. 184. 


Information filed May 22, 1895. 
Verdict Nov. 1, 1895, guilty of 
murder in first degree. Judg- 
ment December 6, 1895, death. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 9, 1895. 


Transcript filed July 29, 1896. 


Office No. 185. 

Ordered by Court 
that Appellant 
have 20 days 
from Aug. 8th 
to file points 
and authorities, 
Aug. 7, 1896. 

Order staying all 
process to and 
including Sept. 
6, 1896. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Attobney-General's Docket of Criminal Cases if 



Title of Cause. 



and Adjudged. Action. 



Mode of Prosecu- 
tion and Nature 
of Grime. 



Crim. 197— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. Frank Gregory, J. R. Brown, Geo. 
Anderson, I. J. Simmons, B. L. Taylor, 
Respondents. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, for Appellant ; C. T. 
Jones, A. J. Bruner, W. A. Anderson 
for Respondents. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Criminal. 



For fraudulently 
and illegally al- 
lowing certain 
persons to vote at 
a precinct at 
which said de- 
fendants acted as 
election officers, 
, violating their 
duty as election 
officers. 



Superior Court 
oi Kern Co. 



Criminal.. 



Bv indictment- 
Grand larceny. 



for Appellant; Emmons & Graham 
for Respondent. 



Crim. 201— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Ernest Geiger, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; George E. Col well for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court 
of Napa Co. 



Criminal . 



By information- 
Burglary. 



Crim. 202— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs.W. A. Sehorn, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; H. M. Albery, Chas. L. 
Donohoe, K. E. Kelley for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Glenn Co. 



Criminal. 



By information- 
Murder. 



Crim. 203— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Joseph Marie Archille Fournier, 
Appellant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Respondent ; Raleigh 
G. Rhodes and John R. Kittrell for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Madera 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information- 
Burning prop'ty. 



Crim. 204— The People, etc., Appellant, 
vs. J. W. Todd, J. M. Morrison, Wm. 
Curtis, and Thomas Jenkins, Respond- 
ents. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Appellant ; Devlin & Dev- 
lin and C. T. Jones for Respondents. 



Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 



Criminal.. By accusation- 
Willful miscon- 
duct in office. 



Crim. 205— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Ernest Geiger, Appellant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; George E. Colwell for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Napa Co. 



Criminal.. I By information- 
Grand larceny. 
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the Supreme Court of the State or California— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Indictment filed Feb. 20, 1896. Mo- 
tion to quash indictment and 
demurrer to indictment filed 
March 14, 1896. 

Motion to quash as to defendants 
Brown, Anderson, Simmons, 
Gregory, and Taylor, granted, 
and denied as to defendants 
Wagner, Brady, and French, 
May 9, 1896. Notice of appeal 
filed July 6, 1896. 



Transcript filed July 28, 1896. 



Office No. 186. 



Indictment filed Oct. 17, 1895. Ver- 
dict Feb. 12, 1896, guilty as charg- 
ed. Motion for new trial made 
Feb. 17, 1896; granted April 14, 
1896. Notice of appeal filed May 
13, 1896. 



Transcript filed Aug. 3, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 3, 1896. 
indent's brief filed Aug. 3, 



Office No. 187. 



Information filed Dec. 18, 1895. De- 
murrer filed Dec. 20. 1895 ; over- 
ruled Dec. 20, 1895. Verdict Jan. 
8, 1896, guilty of burglary first 
degree. Judgment Jan. 13, 1896. 
twelve years. Notice of appeal 
filed Jan. 14, 1896. 



Transcript filed Aug. 7, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 15, 1896. 



Office No. 188. 



Information filed Oct. 19, 1895. 
Verdict May 6, 1896, guilty of 
manslaughter. Judgment May 
29, 1896, eight years. Notice of 
appeal filed June 3, 1896. 



Transcript filed Aug. 6, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's brief filed Aug. 17, 1896. 



Office No. 189. 



Information filed Nov. 9, 1895. 
Demurrer filed Nov. 12, 1895. 
Verdict Feb. 5, 1896, guilty as 
charged, with recommendation 
for mercy. Judgment March 5, 
1896, imprisonment six and one 
half years. Notice of appeal 
filed March 5, 1896. 



Transcript filed Aug. 13, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed 8ept. 4, 



Office No. 190. 



Accusation filed April 9, 1896. 
Motion to set aside accusation 
filed May 2, 1896. Motion 
granted May 23, 1896. Notice of 
appeal filed July 21, 1896. 



Transcript filed Aug. 14, 1896. 



Office No. 191. 



I 



Information filed Dec. 18, 1895. 
Verdict Jan. 3, 1896, guilty of 
grand larceny. Judgment Jan. 
13, 1896, eight years. Notice of 
appeal filed Jan. 14, 1896. 



Transcript filed Aug. 18, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed Aug. 25, 
1896. Respondent's brief filed 
Aug 31, 1*6. 



Office No. 192. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attobnby-Genbbal's Docket of Criminal Casks in 



! In What 
Title of Cause. County Tried ■ 
and Adjudged. 


r>k AM ^ A .^# Mode of Prosecu- 
Ch f£££ rof i «on and Nature 
Action. , of Crime . 


Crim. 206— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Wong Chuey, Appellant W. P. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent : Henry T. Gage, Marble & 
Phibbs, W. I. Foley for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 208— -The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Gray G. Southern, Appellant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent; Chas. S. McKelvey and 
Broussean & Montgomery for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Orange Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 209— The People, etc., Respondent, 
vs. Joseph Japhet Ebanks, Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
for Respondent; J. S. Callen for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal. . 


By information — 
Murder. 


Crim. 210— The People, etc., Respond- 

• ent, vs. Harry Church, Appellant. 

W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 

for Respondent; Chas. G. Nagle for 

Appellant. 


Superior Court 
ot San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — 
Robbery. 

t 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed March 22, 1895. 
Demurrer filed March 29, 1895. 
Verdict June 14, 1895, guilty of 
murder second degree. Judg- 
ment July 8, 1895, life. Notice of 
appeal filed Aug. 7, 1896. 
• 


Transcript filed Aug. 20, 1896. 


Office No. 193. 


Information filed Feh. 24, 1896. 
Verdict April 8, 1896, guilty of 
murder second degree. Judg- 
ment April 21, 1896, twelve years 
and six months. Notice of ap- 
peal filed June 10, 1896. 


Transcript filed Sept. 7, 1896. 


Office No. 194. 


Information filed Oct. 31. 1895. 
Verdict Jan. 22, 1896, guilty of 
murder first degree. Judgment 
April 6, 1896, death. Notice of 
appeal filed April 6, 189a 


Transcript filed Sept. 7, 1896. 


Office No. 195. 


Information filed March 9, 1896. 
Verdict June 18, 1896, guilty as 
charged. Judgment June 26. 
1896, twenty years. Notice of 
appeal filed July 31, 1896. 


Transcript filed Sept. 14, 1896. 


Office No. 196. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET OF CIVIL CASES IN THE 

CALIFORNIA, AND IN THE 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Superior Court No. 32100— The 
People, etc., ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney - General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Bankers and 
Merchants Mutual Life Asso- 
ciation of the United States, 
Defendant. W.F.Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Plain- 
tiff; Aylett R. Cotton and 
W. J. Bartnett for Receiver. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Character 
of Action. 



Civil. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



By complaint— To obtain Re- 
ceiver; to recover penalty 
of $300, and $13 50 costs, and 
costs of this prosecution. 



Superior Court No. 
Robert C. Ball, Plaintiff, vs. 
State of California, Defend- 
ant W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Defendant ; 
S. U. Denson, George E. Bates 
for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
or San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil. 



I By complaint— To recover 
I $41,360, with interest at 7%. 



Superior Court No. 4524— The 
People, etc., ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart.Att'y-General.Plaintiff, 
vs. Perry Yaple, etc., Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, and J. F. Fas- 
sett for Plaintiff; J. G.Swin- 
erton for Mary C. Hiles. 



Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 



Civil. 



By complaint— Information 
and complaint for money 
escheated to the State. 



The People, etc., ex rel. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Ann J.- Stiles 
et al., Defendants. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and J. B. Mhoon for 
Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 



Civil . 



By complaint— To condemn 
land and water for the Uni- 
versity and the Asylum for 
the Deaf, Dumb, and Blind. 



Superior Court No. 6005— The 
Commissioners to Manage 
the Yosemite Valley and 
Mariposa Big Tree Grove, 
Plaintiff, vs. John K. Ber- 
nard, Defendant. W. F. Fitz- 
ferald. Attorney-General, for 
laintiff; James H. Budd, 
Gould & McCabe for Defend- 
ant. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil . 



By complaint— For recovery 
of rent. 
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SUPERIOR AND SUPREME COURTS OF THE STATE OF 
UNITED STATES COURTS. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Feb. 16, 1891. Restraining 
order issued Feb. 16, 1891. A. G. Booth 
appointed Receiver Feb. 16, 1891, with 
bond fixed at $16,000, and bond filed. 
Judgment and decree Feb. 16, 1891, guilty 
as charged, and a fine of $300 imposed 
and costs of suit, $13 50. Amended com- 
plaint filed March 20, 1894. Complaint 
m intervention filed March 19, 1894. An- 
swer thereto filed March 26, 1894. 




Office No. 1. 


Complaint filed June 9, 189L Bond for 
costs approved June 9, 1891. Demurrer 
filed June 13, 1891; overruled Oct. 8, 

1891. Answer filed Oct. 26, 1891. Amended 
complaint filed June 8, 1892. Demurrer 
to amended complaint filed June 27, 

1892. Answer filecl to amended com- 
plaint June 27, 1892. Demurrer to 
amended complaint overruled Sept. 16, 
1892. Judgment for Defendant Oct. 7, 
1892. Notice of intention to move for a 
new trial served and filed Nov. 29, 1894. 
Statement on motion for a new trial 
served Dec. 3, 1894. Defendant's pro- 
posed amendments to Plaintiff's state- 
ment on motion for a new trial served 
April 29, 1895. 


" 


Oifice No. 2. 


Complaint filed Sept 8, 1891. Order made 
Oct. 8, 1891, making Mary C. Hiles party 
defendant. Her answer filed Oct. 8, 1891. 




Office No. 3. 


Complaint filed Aug. 24, 1892. Answer 
filed March 1, 1894. Judgment for Plain- 
tiff March 12, 1895. 




Office No. 4. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 13, 1892. 


' 


Office No. 5. 



6— A-G 
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Attorney-General's Docket of Civil Cases in the Superior and Supreme 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 17401— The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
James Colgrove et al., De- 
fendants. W. P. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and J as. 
McLachlin for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint— To declare 
certain fruit trees to be a 
public nuisance; to order 
same destroyed, and for 
costs. 


Superior Court No. 35577— The 
People, etc., ex reL W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Bank of Amer- 
ica etal., Defendants. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— For forfeit- 
ure of franchise. 


Superior Court No. 2174— The 
People, etc., ex rel. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and J. D. Redding et al., 
Fish Commissioners, Plain- 
tiffs, vs. Truckee Lumber Co. 
(a corporation). Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald. Attorney- 
General, F. P. Deering for 
Plaintiffs : C. F. McGlashan 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Nevada Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— To forfeit 
charter of Defendant ; fine 
of $5,000, and costs. 


Superior Court No. # 5278— J. W. 
Potter, Plaintiff, vs. W. C. 
Guard, Tax Collector, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for De- 
fendant ; Strother & Strother 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— To enjoin 
and restrain Defendant as 
Tax Collector from making 
or executing deeds to State. 


Superior Court No. 9105; Su- 
preme Court No. 15767— Her- 
bert C. Tuck, Plaintiff, vs. 
Board of Directors of Indus- 
trial Home of Mechanical 
Trades for Adult Blind et al., 
Defendants. W. F. Fitzger- 
ald, Attorney-General, for 
Defendants; Reddy, Camp- 
bell & Metson for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By petition for writ of man- 
date to command said 
Board to reinstate peti- 
tioner in said Home as an 
inmate, and for judgment 
for the sum of $335 and 
costs. 
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Courts of the 8tate or California, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks. ' 


Complaint filed April 7, 1892. Demurrer 
filed April 19, 1892. Demurrer overruled 
May 23, 1892. Answer filed June 16. 
1892. Judgment of dismissal entered 
on motion of Plaintiff Jan. 5, 1896. 




OflSce No. 6. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 20, 1892. Summons 
served on defendants. 




Oflftce No. 7. 


Complaint filed July 6, 1893. Demurrer 
filed July 22, 1893. 




OflSce No. 8. 

No further 
action, as 
sawdust nui- 
sances com- 
plained of 
were stop- 
ped and Dft. 
proms'd not 
to dump 
sawdust in 
stream in 
future. Ac- 
tion will be 
pressed if 
promise is 
not kept. 


Complaint filed July 3, 1893. Demurrer 
filed July 19, 1893. Demurrer overruled 
Aug. 21, 1893. Answer filed Sept. 8, 1893. 
Amended answer filed April 2, 1894. 
Cause tried April 30, 1894. Judgment 
for Plaintiff Jan. 5, 1895, restraining De- 
fendant from executing tax deeds. 




OflSce No. 9. 
Closed. 


Petition filed Sept. 13, 1893. Demurrer 
filed Sept 25, 189:1 Demurrer sustained 
Feb. 2, 1894. Judgment for Defendants 
March 6, 1894. Notice of appeal filed 
March 24, 1894. 


Transcript filed May 24, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed July 
13, 1894. Respondent's brief 
filed July 28, 1894. Appel- 
lant's reply brief filed Oct. 4, 
1X94. Order appealed from 
affirmed March 8, 1895. 
Petition for rehearing filed 
March 28, 1895. Rehearing 
denied April 4, 1895. Judg- 
ment modified so as to read 
"for the foregoing reasons 
the judgment appealed from 
is affirmed." 


Ofl&ce No. 10. 
Closed. 
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i 
Attorkey-Genebal's Docket of Civil Cases in the Superior and Supreme 



In What Court 

Titl<» of Pans* ftn< * Connty In- 
Titie of cause. | 8titu ted, Triedj 

. and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 9106— John 
W. O'Connor, Plaintiff, vs. 
Board of Directors of Indus- 
trial Home of Mechanical 
Trades for Adult Blind et al., 
Defendants. W. F. Fitzger- 
ald, Attorney-General, for 
Defendants; Reddy, Camp- 
bell & Metson for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By petition for writ of man- 
date to command said 
Board to reinstate peti- 
tioner as an inmate of said 
Home, and for judgment 
for the sum of $360 and 
costs. 


Supreme Court No. 18332— C. F. 
Howland, Plaintiff, vs. Board 
of Supervisors of San Joa- 
quin County, Respondents 
and Defendants. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, N. 
B. Nutter, District Attorney, 
for Defendants ; Nicol & Orr 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil 


By petition for writ com- 
manding Respondent to 
submit to the Court a 
transcript of its record in 
regard to the indebtedness 
against the County of San. 
Joaquin in the sum of 
150,000. 


Superior Court No. 1752— The 
Feople, etc., ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart, Att'y-General,Plaintiff, 
vs. John H. Roberts, and Lots 
3, 4, Block 50 in village of 
Tehama, Defendants. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Att'y-General, for 
Plaintiff; McKune & George 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint— To declare 
certain lots escheated to 
the State, and for costs. 


Superior Court No. 8765; Su- 
preme Court No. 15837— Mary 
Kruger, Plaintiff, vs. Life and 
Annuity Association (a cor- 
poration) and J. R. Mc- 
Donald, State Treasurer, De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for De- 
fendant J. R. McDonald. 
Otto Turn Suden for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint— To compel 
Defendant to pay the sum 
of $2,000, with interest from 
April 26, 1893, and costs. 


Superior Court No. 5862— The 
People, etc., upon the in- 
formation of W. H, H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, Plaintiff, 
vs. Reclamation District No. 
364 et al., Defendants. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Att'y-General, W. 
A. Gett, Jr. for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint— To dissolve 
said Reclamation District 
No. 364. 
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Couets ok the State of CALIFORNIA, and in thb Unitkd Statbs Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Petition filed Sept. 13, 1893. Demurrer filed 
Sept. 25, 1893. Demurrer sustained 
March 17, 1894. Judgment for Defend- 
ants March 17, 1894. Notice of appeal 
filed March 24, 1894. . 




Office No. 11. 

This case to 
be determ- 
ined by de- 
cision in 
preceding 
cause ; and 
so determ- 
ined. 

Closed. 


Petition filed Sept., 1893. Judgment for 
Defendants Nov. 23, 1893. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Feb. 20, 1894. 


Transcript filed Mar. 29, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed May 
6, 1894. Respondent's brief 
filed June 4, 1894. Ordered 
submitted May 14, 1894. State 
granted fifteen days from 
May 14th to file brief; Peti- 
tioner, ten days from May 
29th to reply. Judgment 
affirmed Sept. 23, 1895. 


Office No. 12. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed Sept. 26, 1893. Order to 
show cause made Sept. 25, 1893. Default 
of Defendants entered Nov. 26, 1894. 
Judgment for Plaintiff Nov. 26, 1894. Re- 
port of sale by Sheriff filed Dec. 10. 1894. 
Sale confirmed and order made and filed 
Dec. 22, 1894. 




Office No. 13. 
Closed. 



Complaint filed May 10, 1893. Demurrer 
filed June 20. 1893. Demurrer overruled 
Oct. 9, 1893. Answer of Life and Annuity 
Association filed Oct. 13, 1893. J udgment 
for Plaintiff May 28, 1894, for $1,718 80 
and $29 costs. Notice of appeal of J. R. 
McDonald filed June 26, 1894. 



Transcript filed Aug. 4, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed Aug. 
24, 1894. Respondent's brief 
filed Sept. 13, 1894. Judg- 
ment ana order affirmed Feb. 
13, 1895. 



Office No. 14. 



Closed. 



Complaint filed Dec. 9, 1894. Default of 
Defendants entered Nov. 12, 1894. Judg- 
ment for Plaintiff Nov. 12, 1894. 



Office No. 15. 

Bond f orcosts 
apprvd Dec 
7, 1893. No 
appearance 
by Defend- 
ants. 
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Attorney-General's Docket of Civil Cases in the Superior and Supjmbmb 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Mature of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 9194; Su- 
preme Court No. 15729— The 
People, etc., upon the infor- 
mation and complaint of W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral of said State, Plaintiff, 
vs. Oakland Water Front 
Company (a corporation) et 
al., Defendants* W. P. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney General, for 
plaintiff ; W. F. Herrin, Har- 
vey S. Brown, and Martin 
Moore, etc., for Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint— To quiet title, 
and for injunction. 


Superior Court No. 43563 ; Su- 
preme Court No. 15706. J. F. 
Chapman, Plaintiff, vs. The 
People of the State of Cali- 
fornia, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Defendant ; Dodge & 
Fry for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— For judg- 
ment against defendant for 
$1,266 47, and interest from 
Aug. 10, 1891. 



* Other Defendants: City of Oakland, a municipal corporation; Northern Railway 
Railroad Company, a corporation : Southern Pacific Railroad Company, a corporation.; 
pany, a corporation ; Oakland Gaslight and Heat Company, a corporation ; South Pacific 
corporation; Shoal water Bay Oyster Company, a corporation; Pacific Coast Oil Corn- 
Loan Society : a corporation; Pacific Borax Company, a corporation; California Safe 
tion ; Hiberma Savings and Loan Society, a corporation ; Oakland Bank of Savings, a 

a corporation ; H. N. Dalton ; Samuels and Newman, individually, and as co- 

M. Smith ; George H. Collins and Albert H. Higgins, individually, and as co-partners 
son, and A. M. Simpson, individually, and as co-partners under the firm name of Dol- 
Payton H. Brooks, individually, and as co- partners doing business under the firm name 
Jr. ; Joseph Knowland ; W. C. Doane ; J. L. Davie ; J. M. Bassett ; Mrs. E. May, a widow ; 
Prather ; E. C. Sessions ; Daniel Brannan ; E. B. Pomeroy ; J. 8. Kimball ; J. S. Derby ; 
Horace W. Carpentier ; Henry L. Halsejr; Chauncey Taylor ; Charles Goodall; Walter 
as trustee; James P. Taylor ; Marshall Pierce; H. F. Hamilton \ Donald Beadle; Daniel 
Crist; Rudolf P.Crist; Julius A. Crist; Clara E.Crist; Frederick G. Crist; John Doe; 
John Smith Doe, trustee ; Richard Smith Doe, trustee ; Mary Smith Doe, trustee ; Sallie 
poration ; John Roe Company, a corporation ; Richard Roe Company, a corporation, and 
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Courts of the State of California, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Complaint filed Oct. 6, 1893. Amended 

com plaint filed , 189—. Dem urrers 

of various Defendants filed as follows: 
W. C. Doane, Jan. 26, 1894 ; Daniel Bran- 
non, Jan. 24, 1894; Jas. P. Taylor, Jan. 
29, 1894; J. S. Derby et al., Feb. 2, 1894; 
V. L. Fortin, Feb. 3, 1894 ; Pacific Borax 
Co. et al., Feb. 5, 1894 ; Chauncey Taylor, 
Feb. 10, 1894 ; E. H. Woolsey, Feb. 10, 1894 ; 
R. M. Fitzgerald, Feb. 12, 1894; City of 
Oakland, Feb. 14, 1894; Donald Beadle, 
Feb. 15, 1894 ; Pacific Iron and Nail Co., 
Feb. 16, 1894 ; T. W. Badger, Feb. 21, 1894; 
Savings and Loan Society, Feb. 24, 1894 ; 
Oakland Water Front Co. et al., Feb. 28, 
1894; Albert Miller, Feb. 28, 1894; Howard 
Havens, California Safe Deposit and 
Trust Co., Feb. 28, 1894; James F. Strat- 
ton, Feb. 28, 1894 ; Edson F. Adams et al., 
March L 1894 ; H. W. Carpentier, March 
5. 1894; E. C. Sessions, March 5, 1894; H. N. 
Dal ton, March 6, 1894. Demurrers sus- 
tained March 5, 1894. Judgment for De- 
fendants on demurrers March 26, 1894. 
Notice of appeal filed March 28, 1894. 



Transcript filed April 28, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed June 
1,1894. Brief of H.N. Dalton 
filed June 21, 1894. Brief of 
T. W. Badger filed June 27, 
1894. Brief of City of Oak- 
land filed Aug. 27, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's reply filed Sept. 26, 

1894. Brief on behalf of City 
of Oakland (for reference) 
filed Jan. 18, 1896. Leave 
granted Southern Pacific 
Company to file briefs pre- 
sented to United States Su- 

Sreme Court in State vs. S. P. 
ompan y Jan. 23, 1895. Brief 
on behalf of defendant in 
said cause by Ashton filed 
Jan. 26, 1895. Additional 
brief by Ashton filed Jan. 26, 

1895. Argument of H. S. 
Brown in said cause filed 
Jan. 26, 1895. Appellant's 
points and authorities filed 
Aug. 4, 1896. Submitted on 
briefs on file Aug. 10, 1896; 
fifteen days to City of Oak- 
land to file reply brief. 
Reply brief of Respondent 
filed Au$. 21, 1896. Reply 
brief of City of Oakland filed 
Aug. 21, 1896. 



Office No. 16. 



Complaint filed Dec. 14, 1893. Demurrer 
filed Jan 5, 1894. Demurrer sustained 
Jan. 30, 1894. Ordered by Supreme Court 
to be overruled Dec. 4. 1894. Answer tiled 
April 30, 1895. Action tried Aug. 7-8, 
1895. Judgment for Plaintiff $1,265, with 
interest from Feb. 28, 1893, to Aug. 8, 1895. 



OflBce No. 17. 



Closed. 



D< 



Company, a corporation ; Pacific Improvement Company, a corporation ; Central Pacific 
Pacific Iron and Nail Company, a corporation; Pacific Coast Lumber and Mill Corn- 
Coast Railway Company, a corporation ; Davie Ferry and Transportation Company, a 
*>any, a corporation ; Pacific Oil Company, a corporation ; San Francisco Savings and 
)eposit ana Trust Company, a corporation ; Burn La m-Stande ford Company, a corpora- 
corporation ' } California Development Company, a corporation ; and Higgins & Collins, 
partners doing business under the firm name of Samuels <fe Newman ; M. B. Smith ; F. 
under the firm name of Higgins & Collins; William Shields; John Dolbeer, Wm. Car- 
beer, Carson & Simpson; Daniel Steuart ; Daniel Stuart ; S. G. Cook, Robert Husband and 
of Husband & Brooks; C. B. Taylor; V. L. Fortin; James P. Dameron; E. W. Roberts, 
W. C. Parsons; Edson F. Adams; John C. Adams; Hannah Jones Adams; Julia P. A. 



T. W. Badger ; James F. Stratton ; John A. Stanley, trustee ; E. H. Woolsey ; A. Kendall ; 
Powell; Albert Miller, individually and as trustee; Howard Havens, individually and 
Brannan ; James J. Ebert ; R. M. Fitzgerald ; Thomas Kennedy; R. T. Marshall ; Johanna 
Richard Doe ; Sallie Doe ; Mary Doe ; Richard Roe ; John Roe ; Sallie Roe ; Mary Roe ; 
Smith Doe, trustee ; John Doe Company, a corporation ; Richard Doe Company, a cor- 
John Roe Company, a corporation. 
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Attornby-Genbeal'8 Docket of Oivil Casks in thb Superior and Supreme 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Thos. L. Carothers et al., as 
Directors of Mendocino 
Asylum, Plaintiffs, vs. H. H. 
Markham et al., as Board of j 
Examiners, Defendants. W. I 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 1 
eral, for Defendants; J. M. 
Mannon for Plaintiffs. i 



Superior Court Civil . 
of Sacramen- j 
to County. ! 
Transferred^ j 
from Mendo- 
cino County, i 



J By complaint and affidavit 
for writ of mandate com- 

I manding said Board to 
grant the claim of $717 50. 



Superior Court No. 5990; Su- 
preme Court Sac. 216— The 
People, etc., ex rel. E. P. Col- 

5 an. Controller, Plaintiff, vs. 
. N. E. Wilson, Frank C. De 
Long, and James D. Byrnes, 
Defendants. W. F. Fitzger- 
ald, Attorney-General, for 
Plaintiff; Napthaly, Fried en- 
rich & Ackerman for J. N. E. 
Wilson, J. H. Dickinson for 
J. D. Byrnes; and Mr. Shep- 
ard for De Long. 



Superior Court 
or Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil 'By com plaint— For 



ment against Defendants 
for $3,785 41, and interest 
on $2,988 51 thereof at 10%, 
from Jan. 3, 1894, and for 
costs. 



Superior Court No. 44327— C. L. I Superior Court 
Anderson, Plaintiff, vs. Life \ oi San Fran- 
and Annuity Association (a i 
corporation) and J. R. Mc- < 
Donald, State Treasurer, De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for De- 1 
fendants ; T. C. Spelling for 
Plaintiff. 




By complaint— For judg- 
ment for $5,700, and that 
said McDonald as Treas- 
urer be restrained from de- 
livering any of the securi- 
ties, notes, and mortgages 
mentioned in complaint to 
persons assuming, without 
legal right, to represent 
said corporation. 



Superior Court No. 9785— Eliza- 
beth Jane Chivree, Plaintiff, 
vs. The Life and Annuity 
Association (a corporation ) \ 
and J. R. McDonald, State j 
Treasurer, Defendants. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Defendants ; G. M. [ 
Shaw for Plaintiff. 



By complaint— For judg- 
ment against said corpora- 
tion for $700 and interest, 
and that the same be de- 
clared a lien on the funds 
in the hands of said Treas- 
urer. 
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COUBTS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND IN THE UNITED STATES COURTS— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Complaint and affidavit filed Jan. 12, 1894. 
Writ issued Jan. 13, 1894 ; returnable Feb. i 
12, 1894. Demurrer filed Feb. 12. 1894. 
Demand for change of venue filed Feb. 
12, 1894, and granted Action transferred 
to Sacramento County. Answer filed 
M arch 23, 1894. De m urrer to answer fi led 
March 26, 1894; overruled May 11, 1894. 



Office No. 18. 



Complaint filed March 1, 1894. Demurrer 
of De Long filed March 29, 1894. De- 
murrer of Wilson filed July 12, 1894; 
overruled July 21, 1894. Answer of Wil- 
son filed Aug. 12, 1894. Motion to strike , 
out answer of Wilson and for judgment ■ 
on pleadings filed Sept. 4, 1894. Demur- 1 
rer of Byrnes and demand for change of | 
venue filed Dec. 7, 1894. Defendant Wil- 
son paid into Court $649 93 Dec. 28, 1894. ; 
Judgment on pleadings against Wilson 
for $4,063 82 Veb. 20, 1895. Notice of 
judgment and cost bill filed Feb. 21, 1896. | 
Answer of J. D. Byrnes filed Feb. 20, ; 

1895. Demurrer to answer of Byrnes ! 
filed, and notice of motion to strike out, : 
March 1, 1895. Default of De Long en- I 
tered April 8, 1895* Plaintiff's motion to 
strike out granted in part as to answer 
of Byrnes April 26, 1895. Second 
amended answer of Defendant Byrnes 
filed July 18, 1895. Demurrer to second 
amended answer of Defendant Byrnes 
filed July 24, 1895; overruled July 27, 

1896. Notice of appeal of Defendant Wil- 
son filed Feb. 6, 1896. Cause as to Byrnes 
tried and submitted, July 27, 1896. 



Transcript filed April 6, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed June 
4, 1H96. Respondent's brief 
filed July 18, 1896. Appel- 
lant's reply brief filed Aug. 
20,1896. • 



Office No. 19. 





i nflRoa XT/x on 


issued , 189-. Amended com- 
plaint served March 9, 1894. Answer of 
J. R. McDonald filed Mar. 23, 1894. Judg- 
ment for Plaintiff Aug. 18, 1894. Action 
dismissed as to Defendant McDonald 
Aug. 18, 1894. 




Closed. 


Complaint filed March 8, 1894. Answer 
filed March 10, 1894. Demurrer to 
answer filed March 17, 1894 ; sustained 
May 14, 1894. Amended answer of Mc- 
Donald served and filed May 23, 1894. 




Office No. 21. 
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Attobnby-G en seal's 


Docket or Civil Cases in 


the Superior and Supreme 


Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 0090; .Su- 
preme Court Sac. 287— E. W. 
Melvin, Plaintiff, vs. The 
State of California, Defend- 
ant W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, for Defend- 
ant; C. E. Mack, Z. F. Whar- 
ton, Johnson & Johnson, 
Armstrong & Bruner for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil By complaint— Asking judg- 

1 ment for the sum of $25,- 
{ 664 60 and interest. 

i 

1 ■ 

1 

i 


Circuit Court No. 11916— J. W. 
Reinhart et al. f receivers, 
Plaintiffs, vs. J. R. McDon- 
ald, as State Treasurer, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for De- 
fendant; C. N. Sterry, E. S. 
Pillsbury for Plaintiffs. 


Circuit Court 
of the United 
States. 


Civil 


By complaint— For judg- 
ment against Defendant as 
Treasurer of the State of 
California, for the sum of 
$2,272 80, with interest 
thereon from date of pay- 
ment of said sum or any 
portion thereof to said 
Treasurer, together with 
costs of this action. 


Superior Court No. 6113— Peti- 
tion of Henry Moon for 
moneys covered by escheat 
proceedings. W. F. Fitzger- 
ald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; J. H. Burdette 
for Petitioner. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By petition. 


Superior Court No. 21915— The 
People, etc., et al., ex rel.W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiffs, vs. Chas. Gassen, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Plain- 
tiffs. 


Superior Court 
oi Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint— To abate a 
nuisance. 


Superior Court No. 6220— Thos. 
Mace, Plaintiff, vs. The State 
of California, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Defendant; F. 
A. Hornblower, Johnson & 
Johnson for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint— For $3,000 
and interest from Sept. 12, 
1891, and general relief. 
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Courts of the State of California, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed May 10, 1894. Demurrer 
tiled May 23, 1894 ; overruled June 1, 1894. 
Answer filed June 12, 1894. Amended 
answer filed Jan. 19, 1895. Cause tried 
Jan. 21, 1895, and succeeding days. Judg- 
ment for Plaintiff Jan. 25, 1*95, for $10,000. 
Memorandum of costs served Jan. 28, 
1895. Served and filed notice of inten- 
tion of Plaintiff to move for new trial 
Feb. 4, 1895. Served and filed exception 
to cost bill Feb. 8, lh95. Motion to strike 
out cost bill granted. Served and filed 
bill of exceptions on motion for new 
trial March 13, 1895. Bill of exceptions 
settled and filed May 15, 1895. Order 
granting motion for new trial filed May 
15, 1896. Notice of appeal from order 
granting motion for new trial filed July 
10, 1896. 


Transcript filed Sept. 5, 1896. 


Office No. 22. 


Complaint filed May 23, 1894. Demurrer 
filed Oct. 3, 1894. . Defendant served and 
filed notice of motion to dismiss action 
May 14, 1895. Demurrer submitted on 
briefs Oct. 28, 1895. Defendant's brief 
filed Dec. 26, 1895. Plaintiffs' brief filed 
Jan. 18, 1896. Defendant's reply brief 
filed Feb 4, 1896. Demurrer sustained 
Aug. 17, 1896. 




Office No. 23. 


Petition filed May 25, 1894. Stipulation 
that commission issue signed May 29, 
1894. 




Office No. 24. 


Complaint filed A us. 18, 1894. Judgment 
of dismissal filed Jan. 4, 1895. 




Office No. 25. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed Aug. 30, 1894. Demurrer ; 
filed Sept. 8, 1894. Demurrer overruled , 
Oct. 5, 1894. Answer filed Jan. 17, 1895. | 
Defendant's motion to dismiss action , 
served and filed Jan. 25, 1895. Judgment 
of dismissal Feb. 1, 1895. i 

i 


Office No. 26. 
Closed. 
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Attorney-General's 


Docket of Civil Cases in 


the Superior and Supbbhs 


Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 6224; Su- 
preme Court No. 18428— Hen- 
ry Molineaux, Plaintiff, vs. 
The State of California, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for De- 
fendant ; Mas tick, Belcher 
& Mastick, Freeman & Bates 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
o! Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 

1 

! 
1 


Bv complaint— Foriudgm*nt 
for $4,500 and legal interest 
thereon from the respective 
dates of maturity of cou- 
pons mentioned in com- 
plaint. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Attor- 
ney-General W. H. H. Hart, 
Plaintiff, vs. Bryant Howard 
et al., Defendants. W. F. 
•Fitzgerald, Trippett & Neal 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint— For appoint- 
ment of receiver; that the 
Court make its decree es- 
tablishing said trust in 
complaint mentioned; that 
the Court discharge the 
trustees named from said 
trust; for an accounting 
and general relief. 


Superior Court No. 10363— The 
People, etc., ex rel. J. R. 
McDonald, State Treasurer, 
Plaintiff, vs. Life and An- 
nuity Association et al., De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Plain- 
tiff; T. C. Spelling, F. W. 
Sawyer et al. for Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
. County. 


Civil 


By complaint — That the 
Court appoint a receiver 
and determine rights of De- 
fendants and members of 
said association to certain 
securities held by Plaintiff ; 
for costs and for general re- 
lief. 


Superior Court No. 48442— So- 
phia Koneke, Plaintiff, vs. 
Home Benefit Life Associa- 
tion ta corporation), etc., et 
al., Defendants. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, for 
Defendant J. R. McDonald; 
T. C. Spelling for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint — For judg- 
ment against Home Benefit 
Life Association for $8,700 
and interest ; that the same 
be declared a lien upon all 
the property of said cor- 
poration ; that said lien be 
foreclosed; that a receiver 
be appointed, and for gen- 
eral relief. 


Superior Court No. 1448— Fres- 
no Milling Co., a corporation, 
Plaintiff, vs. The State of 
California, Defendant. W.F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney - Gen- 
eral, for Defendant; P. P. 
Ryan for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Marin Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— To remove 
all obstructions placed in a 
certain ditch by Defendant, 
and for damages in the sum. 
of $490,000. 
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Coubt8 of the Statb or California, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed 8ept. 1, 1894. Demurrer 
filed Sept. 5, 1804. Demurrer and answer 
served Sept. 5, 1894. Answer filed Sept. 7, 
1891 Demurrer overruled Oct. 12, 1894. 
Judgment for Plaintiff Oct. 12, 1894, for 
$19,672. Notice of appeal filed Oct. 15, 
1894. 


Transcript filed Oct. 17, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed Nov. 
10, 1894. Respondent '8 brief 
filed Nov. 17, 1894. Argued 
and submitted Mav 17, 1895. 
Judgment and order modi- 
fied by striking out $19,672 
and substituting $4,500; as 
so modified, judgment af- 
firmed Oct. 7, 1895. Rehear- 
ing denied Nov. 4, 1895. 


Office No. 27. 
Closed. 


Bond approved Sept. 4, 1894. Complaint 
not filed. 




Office No. 28. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed Sept. 8, 1894. Summons 
issued. Demurrers of various Defend- 
ants filed Dec. 3, 1894; dismissed as to 
C. B. Lloyd and P. W. Sawyer. Demur- 
rer of Defendant Brooks sustained Dec. 
24, 1894. 




Office No. 29. 


Complaint filed Oct. 11, 1894. Demurrer of 
Defendant McDonald filed Nov. 9, 1894. 
Levi Rackliffe, State Treasurer, substi- 
tuted as Defendant in place of J. R. 
McDonald Feb. 20, 1895. Demurrer over- 
ruled March 4, 1895. Answer of Defend- 
ant Rackliffe filed May 2, 1895. Cause 
submitted on pleadings May 6. 1895. 
Complaint in intervention of Sadie M. 
Morgan filed May 13, 1895. Submission 
set aside Aug. 27, 1895. Cause tried and 
submitted Oct. 4, 1895. Judgment for 
Plaintiff Feb. 27, 1896. Certificate of de- 
posit filed with State Treasurer paid 
over to Carl Elving, receiver, appointed 
by the Court April 14, 1896. Not ice of an- 
neal of Sadie M. Morgan served April 
24, 1896. 




Office No. 30. 


Complaint filed Nov. 16, 1894. Motion for 
change of venue made and granted. 
Action dismissed on motion of Plaintiff 
Jan. 21, 1895. 


« 


Office No. 31. 
Closed. 
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Attobnet-Gbnbbal's Docket of Civil Cases in the Superior and Supreme 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 48551 ; 8u- 

Ereme Court, 8. F. 442— John 
[ullan, Plaintiff, vs. The 
State of California, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, for Defend- 
ant; Reddy, Campbell & 
Metson for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
or San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil. 



By complaint — For judg- 
ment !&% of $216,367 87, 
with legal interest from 
June 1, 1891, and for 20% of 
$11,723 64, with legal interest 
from March 16, 1889. 



Superior Court No. Geo. 

E. Bates, Plaintiff, vs. The 
State of California, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, for Defend- 
ant; George E. Bates for 
Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil . 



By complaint — For judg- 
ment for sum of $2,940, with 
legal interest thereon from 
respective dates of maturity 
of each of said coupons. 



This cause involved the same questions as those involved in the case of Molineaux 
should govern in this. In accordance with the decision of the Supreme Court in the 
manner, reducing it from $12,619 40 to $2,940. 



Superior Court No. 10598— Har- 
riett Mallett, Plaintiff, vs. 
Life and Annuity Associa- 
tion, J. R. McDonald, State 
Treasurer, Defendants. W.F. 
Fitzgerald, Att'y-General, for 
Defendant McDonald ; T. C. 
Spelling for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint— For judg- 
ment for $1,0U) and interest; 
to have the assets of said 
corporation distributed ; to 
have a receiver appointed, 
etc., and for general relief. 


Superior Court No. 48748— Geo. 
H. Kelly, Chas. R. Kelly, 
Hazel M. Kelly, minors, by 
their natural guardian, Em- 
ma Kelly, and Emma Kelly, 
Plaintifts, vs. The State of 
California, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Att'y-General, for 
Defendant: E. P.Cole, Frank 
Shay for Plaintiffs. 


Superior Court 
or San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— For judg- 
ment for the sum of $50,000 
and interests and costs. 


Superior Court No. 49425— The 
People, etc., ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Savings Society 
of Denver, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Att'y-General, for 
Plaintiff; Estee & Miller for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— To prevent 
said society from conduct- 
ing business within the 
State of California. 
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Courts of the State of Califobnia, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Oct. 22, 1894. Demurrer 
filed Nov. 30, 1894. Demurrer sustained 
Sept. 3, 1895. Judgment for Defendant 
Feb. 7, 1896. Notice of appeal filed Feb. 
13, 1896. 


Transcript filed March 12, 
1896. Appellant's brief filed 
June 16, 1896. Respondent's 
brief filed Aug. 1, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's reply brief filed 
Aug. 21, 1896. Cause argued 
and submitted Aug. 25, 1896. 


OflaceNo.32. 


Complaint filed Oct. 24, 1894. Demurrer 
filed Nov. 19, 1894. Demurrer overruled 

, 1894. Answer filed Nov. 19, 1894. 

Judgment for Plaintiff Dec. 7, 1894, for 
$12,619 40. 




Office No. 33. 
Closed. 



vs. State, and it was agreed that the decision of the Supreme Court in the latter case 
Molineaux case, striking out interest, judgment in this .case was modified in like 



Complaint filed Dec. 4, 1894. Demurrer of 
Defendant McDonald filed Dec. 21, 1894. 
Motion to strike out portions of com- 
plaint filed Dec. 21, 1894. Order that De- 
fendant McDonald deliver securities 
made Dec. 21, 1894. Copy of demand on 
McDonald filed Dec. 24, 1894. Levi Rack- 
liffe, State Treasurer, substituted for J. 
R. McDonald Jan. 21, 1895. Demurrer of 
Defendant Rackliffe filed Feb. 19, 1895 ; 
submitted on briefs Feb. 25, 1895; sus- 
tained March 4, 1895. Amended com- 
plaint filed March 16, 1895. Motion to 
reform complaint tiled and denied March 
25, 1895. Demurrer of Rackliffe to 
amended complaint filed and overruled 
March 25, 1895. Answer of Defendant 
Rackliffe filed May 4, 1895. Securities in 
possession of State Treasurer delivered 
to receiver on order of Court. Receiver's 
account filed June 4, 1896 ; order confirm- 
ing sale of property filed, and decree 
granted and signed. 



Complaint filed Nov. 7, 1894. Demurrer 
filed Dec. 31, 1894. Demurrer sustained 
Jan. 3, 1895. Judgment for Defendants 
on demurrer March 1, 1895. 



Complaint filed Jan. 7, 1895. Demurrer 
filed March 23, 1895. Submitted on briefs 
May 24, 1895. Plaintiff's points on de- 
murrer served and filed May 29, 1895. 
Defendant's brief on demurrer served 
July 19, 1895. Demurrer overruled Aug. 
12, 1895. Ten days to answer. Notice of 
overruling of demurrer filed Aug. 26, 1895. 



Office No. 34. 




Onlce No. 35. 



Closed. 
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Attorney-General's 
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the Superior and Supreme 


Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 6342; Su- 
preme Court Sac. 278— Tully 
P. Be Long, by Rachel M. 
Wright, his guardian, Plain- 
tiff, vs.' State of California, 
Defendant W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for De- 
fendant; White, Hughes & 
Seymour for Plaintiff; 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint— For judg- 
ment for $10,100, with legal 
interest from Sept. 12, 1891. 


Superior Court No. 50360— In 
the matter of the application 
of Georgini C. Hopkins for 
appointment of trustee, 
Plaintiff. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent; E. W. McGraw 
for Petitioner. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By petition— To have Court 
designate what notice shall 
be given the Attorney- 
General, and that the Court 
appoint a trustee in place 
of George C. Bode, de- 
ceased. 


Superior Court No. 6453; Su- 
preme Court Sac. 95— County 
of Sacramento, Petitioner, 
vs. E. P. Colgan, Controller 
of the State of California, 
Respondent. W. F. Fitzger- 
ald, Attorney-General, for 
Respondent ; Frank D. 
Ryan, District Attorney, 
Wm. M. Sims, and A. M. 
Johnson for Petitioner. 


Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By petition — For writ of 
mandate directed to said 
E. P. Colgan requiring him, 
in the next settlement to 
be made by him with the 
County Treasurer of Sacra- 
mento County, to allow 
said county to retain the 
sum of $32,660 10, and 
other relief. 


Superior Court No. 50420— Na- 
tional Surety Company, a 
corporation, Plaintiff, vs. M. 
R. Higgins, Insurance Com- 
missioner, Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Defendant ; Chicker- 
ing, Thomas & Gregory, 
Gerstle & Sloss, R. B. Car- 
penter for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— That Defend- 
ant be restrained by injunc- 
tion from revoking or an- 
nulling the certificate of 
authority to transact busi- 
ness heretofore granted to 
Plaintiff. 


U. S. Supreme Court No. 7, Orig- 
inal—The State of California 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attornev- 
General, Plaintiff, vs. South- 
ern Pacific Company (a cor- 
poration), Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Plaintiff ; Harvey S. 
Brown for Defendant. 


Supreme Court 
of the United 
States. 


Civil 


By complaint—To quiet title* 
and for the recovery to the 
State of the Oakland Water 
Front. 



May 16, 1895, defendant served memorandum of costs and notice of taxation of costs 
memorandum of costs served, and notice of taxation of same before U. S. Supreme Court 
and notice to re-form. June 22, 1895, defendant served specification of items of memoran 
remittitur issued forthwith. 



Digitized by LjOOQ IC 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 97 

COUETS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND IN THB UNITED STATES COURTS— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
In Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Complaint filed Dec. 6, 1894. Answer filed 
Dec. 15, 1894. Amended answer filed 
Jan. 19, 1895. Trial Jan. 29 and 30, 1896. 
Judgment for Plaintiff Jan. 30, 1896, for 
$3,500. Notice of intention to move for 
new trial filed Feb. 8, 1895. Bill of ex- 
ceptions served March 13, 1895; settled 
March 26, 1895. Order granting motion 
for new trial filed May 15, 1896. Stipu- 
lation waiving damages in excess of 
$2,000 filed May 23, 1896. Notice of ap- 
peal filed July 13, 1896. 



Office No. 37. 



Petition filed March 26, 1895. Order pre- 
scribing notice to Attorney-General 
filed March 28, 1895. Answer and dis- 
claimer of Attorney-General filed April 
14, 1895. Petition granted April 19, 1895, 
and Georgini C. Hopkins appointed 
trustee. 




Closed. 



Petition and affidavit filed March 4, 1895. 
Demurrer filed March 30, 1895, and 
notice to re-form served and filed. 
Answer filed April 1, 1895. Judgment 
for Respondent July 6, 1895. Notice of 
appeal filed Aug. 5, 1895. 



Transcript filed Sept. 13, 1895. 
Petitioner's brief filed Sept. 
13, 1895. Respondent's brief 
filed Oct. 28, 1895. Cause 
argued and submitted May 
14, 1896. 



Office No 39. 



Complaint filed April 3, 1895. Restraining | 
order issued April 3, 1895. Demurrer, 
filed April 5, 1895. Motion to dissolve ' 
April 5, 1895. Amended complaint ser- : 
ved May 23, 1895. Demurrer to amended I 
complaint served and filed June 1, 1895. 



Oflftce No. 40. 



Bill of complaint filed Nov. 6, 

1893. Subpoena issued Nov. 
9, 1893, returnable first Mon- 
day in March, 1894. Amend- 
ed bill of complaint filed ! 
March 5, 1894. City of Oak- 
land allowed to offer evi- 
dence March 5, 1894. Wm. A. 
Maury appointed Commis- 

i sioner to take evidence April 
| 30,1894. Trial set for Dec. 17, 

1894. Judgment and order 
that bill oe dismissed for 
want of parties who should 

! be enjoined, but cannot be 
without ousting the juris- 
I diction. 



Oflice No. 41. 



May 17, 1895, notice served withdrawing memorandum of costs. June 6, 1895, defendant's 
Clerk for July 8, 1895. June 20, 1895, served plaintiff 's objection to memorandum of costs 
dum of costs. April 25, 1896, filed resistance to taxation of costs. May 25, 1896, ordered 
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Attorney-General's Docket of Civil Cases in the Superior and Suprjemb 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character 
of Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


Supreme Court No. 15690— 
Eliza Yore, Petitioner, vs. 
The Superior Court of the 
City and County of San 
Francisco, State of Califor- 
nia, Respondent. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Respondent j Mas- 
tick, Belcher & Mas tick for 
Petitioner. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 




Superior Court No. — . The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. At-- 
lantic and Pacific Railroad 
Company (a corporation), 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Plain- 
tiff ; C. N . Sterry for Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacra- 
mento Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— For judg- 
ment for $2,207 31, for 
State and county taxes 
for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1895. 


Circuit Court No. 11881— Mer- 
cantile Trust Company, Com- 
plainant, vs. Atlantic and 
Pacific Railroad Company 
(a corporation) and United 
States Trust Company, of 
New York, Defendants. The 
State of California, Peti- 
tioner. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Peti- 
tioner. 


Circuit Court of 
United States, 
Ninth Circuit, 
Northern Dis- 
trict of Cali- 
fornia. 


Civil 


By petition of the State of 
California ; that the State 
and county taxes delin- 
quent and unpaid, and 
penalties added thereto, 
aggregating the sum of 
$2,207 31, he allowed as a 
preferred claim against 
the Atlantic and Pacific 
Railroad Co., and that an 
order be made directing 
the receivers of said com- 
pany to pay the Treasurer 
said sum. 


U. S. Supreme Court No. 559— 
Central Pacific Railroad Co., 
Plaintiff in Error, vs. The 
People of the State of Cali- 
fornia, Defendant in Error. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Defendant in 
Error, J. P. Langhorne, J. H. 
Miller of counsel ; Chas. H. 
Tweed for Plaintiff in Error. 


In the Supreme 
Court of the 
United States. 


Civil 


By complaint— In error to 
the Supreme Court of the 
State of California. 


Superior Court No. 6684— The 
People, etc., ex rel. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. The State 
Line Milling Company (a 
corporation), Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
or Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint— To abate a 
nuisance, and for injunc- 
tion. 
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COUBTS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND IN THE UNITED STATES COURTS— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 




Petition filed March 27, 1894. 
Answer of T. C. Van Ness 
filed April 2, 1894. Answer 
of A. <5. Booth et al. filed 
April 2, 1894. Points and 
authorities of A. G. Booth, 
receiver, filed Feb. 15, 1895. 
People's points and authori- 
ties resisting petition filed 
Feb. 25, 1895. Ordered that 
peremptory writ issue as 
prayed for Aug. 5, 1895. 


Office No. 42. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed July 30, 1895. Summons 
issued July 24, 1896. 

• 


♦ 


Office No. 43. 


Petition of People filed Aug. 1, 1895. 


♦ 


Office No. 44. 

Aug. 1, 1895, 
filing peti- 
tion, $10. 


• 


Transcript of record filed 
March 15, 1895. Motion by 
Defendant to advance cause 
for hearing Oct. 21, 1895; 
granted. Hearing for first 
Monday in Jan., 1896. Judg- 
ment for The People of the 
State of California, Defend- 
ant in Error, March 16, lfe96. 
Order remittitur issue forth- 
with May 24, 1896. Ordered 
remittitur from Supreme 
Court modifying judgment 
spread on minutes June 8, 
1896. 


OflSce No. 45. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed Aug. 23, 1895. Summons 
and writ of injunction issued Aug. 23, 
1895. Summons and complaint and writ 
of injunction served on M. P. Ward 
Aug. 29, 1895. 




Office No. 46. 
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Attorney-Gen ebal's Docket of Civil Casks in the Superior and Supreme 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 6686 ; Su- 1 Superior Court 
preme Court Sac. 209— The ; oi Sacramen- 
People, etc., ex rel. W. F. to County; 
Fitzgerald, Attorney - Gen- changed to 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Truckee Nevada Co. 
Lumber Company (a corpo- 
ration), Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald , Attorney - Gen- 
eral, for Plaintiff; Thos. S. 
Ford, C. F. McGlashan for 
Defendant. 



Civil ! By complaint— To abate a 

| nuisance, and for injunc 
i tion. 






Superior Court Marin Co. No. 
1493 ; Sac. Co. No. 6871— Sam- 
uel Davis, Plairitiff, vs. The 
State of California, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Defendant ; 
Freeman & Bates, W. C. Bel- 
cher for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Marin Co.; 
transferred to 
Sacramento 
County on 
demand of 
defendant 
Dec. 13, 1895. 



Civil . 



By complaint-— For judg- 
ment against Defendant 
for the sum of $35,260, with 
legal interest thereon from 
the respective dates of 
maturity of the coupons 
mentioned in said com- 
plaint 



Superior Court, Marin, No. 
1494; Sac. No. 6870— John 
O. Reis, Plaintiff, vs. The 

» State of California. Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Defendant ; 
Freeman & Bates, W. C. 
Belcher for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court, Marin, No. 
1495; Sac. No. 6866-A. S. 
Baldwin, Plaintiff, vs. The 
State of California, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, for Defendant ; 
Freeman & Bates, for Plain- 
tiff. 



Superior Court | Civil . 
oi Marin Co.: . 
transferred 
to Sacramen- 1 
to Co. on de- 1 
mand of De-, 
f endant Dec. ! 
13, 1895. 



By complaint— For judg- 
ment against Defendant 
i for the sum of $33,972 12, 
! with legal interest on the 
amount represented by 
each coupon mentioned in 
said complaint, from its 
date of maturity. 



Superior Court 
of Marin Co.; 
transferred 
to Sacramen- 
to Co. Dec. 13, 
1895, on de- 
mand of De- 
fendant. 



Civil By complaint— For judg- 
ment against Defendant 
for the sum of $7,428 91, 
and legal interest thereon 
on the amount of each 
coupon mentioned in said 
complaint, from its date of 
maturity. 



Superior Court, Marin, No. 
1496 ; Sac. No. 6867— Thomas 
Scott, Plaintiff, vs. The State 
of California, Defendant. 
W. F Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Defendant ; 
Freeman & Bates, for Plain- 
tiff. 



Superior Court 
of Marin Co.: 
transferred 
to Sacramen- 
to Co. Dec. 13, 
1895, on de- 
mand of De- 
fendant. 



Civil . 



By complaint— For judg- 
ment against Defendant 
for the sum of $1,600, with 
legal interest thereon* from 

. the respective dates of ma- 
turity of said coupons men- 
tioned in said complaint. 



Superior Court, Marin, No.1497; 
Sac. No. 6868— M. H. Mead, 
Plaintiff, vs. The State of 
California, Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Att'y-General, 
for Defendant; Freeman & 
Bates for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Marin Co; 
transferred 
to Sacramen- 
to Co. Dec. 13, 
1895, on de- 
mand of de- 
fendant. 



Civil . 



By complaint — For judg- 
ment against Defendant 
for $536 64. with legal inter- 
est on the amount of each 
coupon, Controller's war- 
rant, and certificate from 
the date of maturity of 
each, as mentioned in said 
complaint. 
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t Courts of the State of California, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage ofr Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Complaint filed Aug. 23, 1895. Summons 
and writ of injunction issued Aug. 23/ 
1895. Demurrer and notice of motion 
for change of place of trial, demand for 
change of place of trial, and affidavit of 
merit on motion to change place of trial 
filed Sept. 5, 1895. Defendant's applica- 
tion for change of venue granted Nov. 1. 
1895. Order overruling demurrer ana 
order denying motion to dissolve- in- 
junction if eb. 17, 1896. Notice of appeal 
filed March 12, 1896. 



Transcript tiled March 25, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed March 
31, 1896. Respondent's brief 
tiled May 20, 1896. Appel- 
lant's reply brief filed May 
28, 1896. 



Office No. 47. 



Complaint filed Feb. 27, 1895. Served on 
Attorney-General Sept. 19, 1895. De- 
murrer filed Oct 16, 1895. Demand for 
change of venue filed Oct. 16, 1895; 
granted Dec. 13, 1895. Demurrer over- 
ruled Dec. 13, 1895. Answer filed Feb. 
5, 1896. Trial of cause May 23, 1896. 
Judgment for Plaintiff June 16, 1896, for 
$35,260, without interest. Notice of ap- 
peal of Plaintiff filed Aug. 1, 1896. 



Transcript filed Aug. 25, 1896. 



Office No. 48. 



Complaint filed Feb. 27, 1895. Served on I 
Attorney-General Sept. 19, 1895. De- 1 
murrer filed Oct. 16, 1895. Demand, foxl - 
change of vervuc'aljtf Oct !X6, j!895^ '- : ', 
granted Dec. 12^ 1895.- DeJnjqCr^er -ovjep- I - - 
ruled Dec. 13, 2«H5. 'Answer tiled Fdb. 5, ' " 
1896. Trial of cause May 23, 1896. 



Office No. 49. 



Complaint filed Feb. 27, 1895. Served on 
Attorney-General Sept. 19, 1895. De- 
murrer filed Oct. 16, 1895. Demand for 
change of venue filed Oct. 16, 1895; 
granted Dec. 13, 1895. Demurrer over- 
ruled Dec. 13, 1895. Answer filed Feb. 5, 
1896. Trial of cause May 23, 1896. 



Complaint filed Feb. 27, 1895. Served on 
Attorney-General Sept. 19, 1895. De- 
murrer filed Oct. 16, 1895. Demand for 
change of venue filed Oct. 16, 1895; 
granted Dec. 13, 1895. Demurrer over- 
ruled Dec. 13, 1895. Answer filed Feb. 5, 
1896. Trial of cause Aug. 29, 1896. Judg- 
ment for plaintiff Aug. 29, 1896, for $1,600. 



Complaint filed Feb. 27, 1895. Served on 
Attorney-General Sept. 19, 1895. Demur- 
rer filed Oct. 16. 1895. Demand for change 
of venue filed Oct. 16, 1895. Demurrer 
overruled Dec. 13, 1895. Answer filed 
Feb. 5, 1896. Trial of cause May 23, 1896. 



Office No. 50. 



Office No. 51. 



Office No. 52. 
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Attorney-General's Docket of Civil Cases in the Supkrioe and Supreme 

. _ . _ ,__ __ __ 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 

Superior Court 
of Marin Co: ' 
transferred 
to Sacramen- 
to Co. Dec. 13, 
1895, on de- 
mand of de- 
fendant. 


Character , 
of Action. ' 

Civil 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


Superior Court,Marin, No. 1498; 
Sac. No. 6869— Samuel Davis, 
Plaintiff, vs. The State of 
California, Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Att'y-General, 
for Defendant; Freeman & 
Bates, W. C. Belcher for 
Plaintiff. 


By complaint — For judg- 
ment against Defendant 
for the sum of $38,404 54, 
with legal interest on each 
bond and coupon as stated 
in said complaint, from 
the date of its maturity. 


Superior Court No. 1424— The 
People, etc. by W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Att'y-General, Plain- 
tiff,' vs. Merced Bank, a cor- 
poration, and John Ruddle, 
0. Landram, John W.Howell, 
J. D. Price, H. G. Peck, C. C. 
Nelson, and J. A. Perry, Di- 
rectors of Merced Bank, De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Att'y-General, for Plaintiff; 
Jas. F. Peck for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Merced 
County. 


Civil 


Bv complaint — To enjoin 
the Defendants from the 
further transaction of 
business. 


Circuit Court No. 12127— The 
Southern Pacific Company, 
Complainant, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Board Qf Railroad Com- 
missioners ©f/fne State. *of 
California— HPuenXTli J 5p«, : 
James I. Stantorr, •and*wH- ; 
liam R. Clark, members of 
and constituting said Board 
of Railroad Commissioners, 
Defendants. W. F. Fitzger- 
ald, Attorney-General, Solic- 
itor for Defendants, R. Y. 
. Havne, W. W. Foote, and J. 
C. Daly of counsel ; William 
F. Herrin, Solicitor for Com- 
plainant, John Garber, J. C. 
Martin, J. E. Foulds, and E. 
S. Pillsbury of counsel. 


Circuit Court of 
United States, 
Ninth Circuit, 
Northern Dis- 

•trict of Cali-. 

.fornix * • : 

. 2 * • . • ." 


Civil 

• 


By complaint— To enjoin 
Defendants from establish- 
ing rates of charges under 
resolution adopted Sept 
12-13> 1895, etc. 
» • 

i 
i 

1 



Superior Court No. 52606— 
Charles Nelson, Plaintiff, vs. 
The State of California, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for De- 
fendant; Denson & De Haven 
for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court . Civil . 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



By complaint — For judg- 
ment for the sum of $545 50, 
with legal interest and costs. 
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Courts of the State of California, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Complaint filed Feb. 27, 1895. Served on 
Attorney-General Sept. 19, 1895. De- 
murrer filed Oct. 16, 1895. Demand for 
change of venue filed Oct. 16, 1895. De- 
murrer overruled Dec. 13, 1895. Answer 
filed Feb. 5, 1896. 



Office No. 53. 



Complaint filed Oct. 12, 1895. Summons 
issued and served Oct. 12, 1895. Demur- 
rer filed Oct. 22, 1895. Demurrer of De- 
fendant overruled Dec. 2, 1896. Answer 
filed Dec. 2, 1895. Cause tried Jan. 4, 1896. 
Judgment for Plaintiff Jan. 4, 1896, re- 
straining defendants from transacting 
further business, except for purpose of 
liquidation. 



Office No. 54. 



Bill of complaint filed Oct. 14, 1895; and 
affidavitof George T. Klink, W. G. Curtis, 
J. C. Stubbs, and C. F. Smurr. Filed bond 
on injunction. Nov. 4, 1895, appearance 
of Respondents entered. Nov. 16, amend- 
ment to bill of complaint filed. Nov. 18, 
1895, filed certified copy amendment to 
bill returned with .Marshal's return of 
service. Nov. 29, 1895, filed notice of 
withdrawal of affidavits served. Nov. 29, 
1895, filed notice of motion relative to 
filing bill of intervention. Nov. 30, 1895, 
filed three affidavits of Commissioner 
La Rue and three of Commissioner Stan- 
ton. Dec. 2, 1895, filed affidavit of Com- 
missioner Stanton. Dec. 9, 1895, filed peti- 
tion of United States to intervene. Dec. 
1Q, 1895, filed opinion on motion of United 
States to intervene, and intervention 
allowed ; and bill in intervention filed. 
Dec. 17, 1895, filed affidavit No. 5 of Com- 
missioner Stanton. Dec. 20, 1895, filed 
amendment to bill in intervention. Jan. 
4, 1896, filed amended bill of complaint. 
Jan. 4, 1896, filed notice to strike affi- 
davits from files. Jan. 6, 1896, ordered 
amended bill withdrawn temporarily. 
Jan. 7, 1896, filed affidavits of La Rue 
and Stanton. March 10, 1896, filed reply 
affidavits of complainant. On argument 
on motion for injunction pendente lite 
for 38 days. 



Office No. 55. 



Complaint filed Oct. 16, 1895. Summons 
served on Governor Oct. 18, 1895; on At- 
torney-General Oct. 22, 1895. Demurrer 
filed Oct. 28, 1895. Demurrer overruled 
Nov. 2, 1895. Answer filed Dec. 23, 1895. 
Case tried, argued, and submitted on 
briefs May 20, 1896. Judgment for Plain- 
tiff May 28, 1896, for $545 50, with interest 
on $445 50 from Oct. 8, 1894, and on $100 
from Jan. 15, 1895. 



Office No. 56. 



Closed. 



Google — — 
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Attorney-General's Docket of Civil Cases in the Superior and Supreme 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character 
of Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Supreme Court, Sac. No. 73— Superior Court 
Merced County, Respondent, of Merced Co. 
vs. C. E. Flemming, Appel- 
lant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, F. G. Os- 
trander, District Attorney, 
for Plaintiff and Respond- 
ent; G. W. Baker, C. Miche- 
ner for Defendant and Ap- 
pellant. 



Civil. 



By complaint — To recover 
license tax, $150, and costs. 



Superior Court No. 9158— The 
People, etc., by W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, 
upon the complaint of J. B. 
Fuller, Paris Kilburn, and 
H. W. Magee, Bank Commis- 
sioners of the State of Cali- 
fornia, Plaintiff, vs. Savings 
Bank of San Diego Co. (a 
corporation), J. H. Barbour, 
J. D. Dexter, Geo. W. Mars- 
ton, A. H. Smith, and M. 
Johnson, Directors of Sav- 
ings Bank of San Diego Co., 
Defendants. W. F. Fitzger- 
ald, Attorney-General, for 
Plaintiff; W. T. McNealy 
for Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Civil . 



By complaint— To enjoin de- 
fendants from transacting 
any further business. 



Superior Court No. 896— The 
People, etc., by W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, 
upon the complaint of J. B. 
Inaller, Paris Kilburn, and H. 
W.Magee,BankCommission- 
ers of the State of California, 
Plaintiff, vs. Riverside Bank- 
ing Co. (a corporation), O. T. 
Dyer, J. A. Bremerman, Or- 
rin Backus, E. C. Dyer, S. H. 
Ferris, A. J. Twogood, and 
D. A. Wheeler, Directors of 
Riverside Banking Co., De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Plain- 
tiff ; A. A. Adair, and Aylett 
R. Cotton for Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Riverside 
County. 



Civil . 



By complaint— To enjoin de- 
fendants from transacting 
further business. 



U. S. Supreme Court No. 560— 
Southern Pacific Railroad 
Company, Plaintiff in error, 
vs. The People of the State 
of California, Defendant in 
error. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, J. P. Lang- 
horne, and J. H. Miller for 
Defendant in error : Chas. H. 
Tweed for Plaintiff in error. 



Supreme Court 
of United 
States. 



Civil . 



By complaint in error to the 
Supreme Court of the State 
of California. 
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I 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Complaint filed Feb. 14, 1895. Answer filed 
Feb. 14, 1895. Judgment for Plaintiff for 
$153 60 May 25, 1895. Notice of appeal 
tiled July 3, 1895. 



Transcript filed Aug. 12, 1895. 
Appellant's brief hied Sept. 
2, 1895. Respondent's brief 
filed Sept. 25, 1895. Argued 
and submitted Nov. 14, 1895. 
J udgment and order affirmed 
Jan. 21, 1896. 



Complaint filed Nov. 14, 1895. Answer 
filed Nov. 25, 1895. Amended complaint 
filed Dec. 4, 1895. Cause tried Dec. 4, 
1895. Judgment for Plaintiff Dec. 4, 1895. 
Injunction served. Notice of decision 
and memorandum of costs filed Dec. 5, 
1895. 



Office No. 57. 



Closed. 



Office No. 58. 



I 
Complaint filed Nov. 14, 1895. Answer , 
filed Nov. 20, 1895. Demurrer filed Dec. 
2, 1895 ; overruled Dec 2, 1896. Amended j 
complaint filed Deo. 6, 1895. Judgment 
for Plaintiff Dec. 6, 1895. Injunction i 
served. Notice of decision and memo- 
randum of costs filed Dec. 6, 1895. 



I 



i Office No. 59. 



Transcript of record filed 
Mar. 15, 1895. Motion by De- 
fendant in error to advance 
cause for hearing Oct. 21, 1895. 
Motion to advance granted. 
Hearing first Monday in 
Jan., 1896. Judgment for the 
People of the State of Cali- 
fornia, Defendant in error, 
Mar. 16, 1896. June 8, 1896, 
ordered remittitur from Su- 
preme Court modifying judg- 
ment spread on minutes. 



Office No. 60. 



Closed. 



^ 
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Attorney-General's Docket of Ciyil Cases in the Supebiob and Supbmme 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


Supreme Court, San Francisco 
No. 310-S. G. Wright, Plain- 
tiff, vs. Del Norte County, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzger- 
ald, Attorney-General, L. F. 
Cooper for Defendant ; A. J. 
Bledsoe for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Del Norte 
County. 


Civil iBy action— To recover $215 

1 and costs, as Secretary of 
Board of Education. 


Supreme Court No. 18338— J. 
C. Tyler, Plaintiff, vs. Te- 
hama County, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 


Civil .i 

1 

1 

! 

1 
1 


Superior Court No. 63122— The 
People, etc, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Supreme Conncil of the 
Royal Fraternal Guardian 
<a corporation), et al., De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, R. S. Car- 
penter, E. F. Bert, for Plain- 
tiff: Severance <fe Sherman 
for Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil By complaint— That Defend- 
ant be restrained, enjoined, 
and prohibited from the 

1 transaction of business 
within the State of Califor- 
nia; that said corporation 
be dissolved; that Plain- 
tiff may have such other 
and further relief as may 

, be just, and for costs of the 
action. 

i 


Superior Court No. 53123— The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. The 
Ancient Order of Samaria, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzger- 
ald, Attornev-General, R. B. 
Carpenter,* £. F. Bert for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint — That De- 
fendant be perpetually en- 
joined and restrained from 
transacting business within 
the State of California; 
that said corporation be 
dissolved ; that Plaintiff 
may have such other and 
further relief as may seem 
just, and for costs of this 
action. 


Superior Court No. 53125— The 
People, etc.. Plaintiff, vs. 
The United Workman's Alli- 
ance (a corporation), De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, R. B. Car- 
penter, E. F. Bert for Plain- 
tiff. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 

■ 


Civil 


By complaint — That De- 
fendant be perpetually en- 
joined and restrained from 
transacting business in the 
State of California; that 
said corporation be dis- 
solved; that Plaintiff may 
have such other and fur- 
ther relief as may be just, 
and for costs of this action. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Aug. 31, 1805. Demurrer 
filed Sept. 6, 1895. Demurrer sustained 
Sept. 10, 1895. Judgment for Defendant 
Sept. 10, 1895. Notice of appeal filed 
Oct. 8, 1895. 


Transcript filed Nov. 9, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed Nov. 
22, 1895. Respondent's brief 
filed Jan. 15, 1896. Submit- 
ted on briefs on file Aug. 19, 
1896. 


Office No. 61. 




Transcript filed April 4, 1894. 
Appellant's brief filed April 
24, 1894. Respondent's brief 
filed May 22; 1894. Appel- 
lant's reply brief filed June 
11, 1894. Judgment and or- 
der reversed Nov. 4, 1894. 
Petition for rehearing filed 
Nov. 21, 1894 ; denied Dec. 4, 
1894. 


Office No. 62. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed Nov. 27, 1895. Demurrer 
filed Dec. 7, 1895: overruled March 2, 
1896. Answer filed June 5, 1896. 




Office No. 63. 


Cpmplaint filed Nov. 27, 1895. Judgment 
for Plaintiff by default Dec. 16, 1895, per- 
petually enjoining Defendant from 
transacting business of mutual insur- 
ance upon the assessment plan. 




Office No. 64. 


Complaint filed Nov. 27, 1895. Judgment 
for Plaintiff by default Dec. 16, 1895, per- 
petually enjoining Defendant from 
transacting business of mutual insur- 
ance upon the assessment plan. 




Office No. 65. 
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Attorn ey-Gknebal's Docket of Civil Cases in the Superior and Supreme 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 53121— The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
The Supreme Council of the 
American Benevolent Le- 
gion (a corporation), De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzeerald, 
Attorney-General, R. B. Car- 
penter, E. F. Bert for Plain- 
tiff; Young & Powers for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
' of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint — That De- 
fendant he perpetually en- 
joined and restrained from 
transacting business in the 
State of California; that 
said corporation be dis- 
solved ; tnat Plaintiff may 
have such other and fur- 
ther relief as may seem 
just, and for costs of this 
action. 



Superior Court No. 53120— The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. The 
Order of the Fraternal Argo- 
naut (a corporation), Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, K. B. Car- 
penter, E. F. Bert for Plain- 
tiff; Nowlin & Fassett for 
Defendant 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Superior Court No. 53124— The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. The 
Order of Penda (a corpora- 
tion) et al., Defendants. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Attorney for Plaintiff, 
R. B. Carpenter, E. F. Bert of 
counsel ; Ash <fc Mathews for 
Defendants. 



Civil . 



By complaint — That De- 
fendant be perpetually en- 
joined and restrained from 
transacting business with- 
in the State of California; 
that said corporation be 
dissolved; that Plaintiff 
may have such other and 
further relief as may be 
just, and for costs of this 
action. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil . 



By complaint — That De- 
fendants be perpetually en- 
joined and restrained from 
the transaction of business 
within the State of Cali- 
fornia: that said corpora- 
tion be dissolved; that 

. Plaintiff may have such 
other and further relief as 
may be just, and for costs 
of this action. 



Superior Court No. 4609— The Superior Court 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. | of Mendocino 
Bank of Mendocino (a cor- 1 County, 
poration) et al., Defendants. ! 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Plaintiff; J. M. 
Mannon for Defendants. 



Civil . 



De- 



Bv complaint — That 
fendants be restrained, en- 
j oined, and prohibited from 
tftie transaction of further 
business, and for costs. 



Superior Court No. 925— The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
Perris Valley Bank (a cor- 
poration) et al.. Defendants. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Plaintiff ; F. W. 
Gregg for Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Riverside 
County. 



Civil . 



By complaint— That De- 
fendants be restrained, en- 
joined, and prohibited from 
the transaction of further 
business, and for costs of 
suit. 



Superior Court No. 6872— The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
Coulterville and Yosemite 
Turnpike Company (a Cor- 
poration) et al.. Defendants. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorn ey- 
General,for Plaintiff; Mastick 
& Mastick for Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Sacra- 
mento Co. 



Civil . 



By complaint— For judg- 
ment against Defendants 
for $500, and for costs of 
suit. 
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Courts or the State of California., and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Complaint filed Nov. 27, 1895. Demurrer 
filed Dec. 5, 1895. Demurrer overruled 
March 2, 1896. Judgment for Plaintiff 
by default, perpetually enjoining De- 
fendant from transacting business of 
mutual insurance upon the assessment 
plan. 



Complaint filed Nov. 27, 1895. Answer filed 
Jan. 4, 1896. Judgment for Plaintiff as j 
prayed for in complaint. 



Office No. 66. 



Office No. 67. 



Complaint filed Nov. 27, 1895. Answer filed i 
Dec. 12, 1895. After investigation by 
Insurance Commissioner, and taking 
deposition of officers, it was decided that 
Defendant was not doing an unlawful 
business, and stipulation was signed dis- i 
missing said action. 1 



l 



I Office No. 68. 



> Closed. 



Complaint filed Nov. 29, 1895; summons i 
issued same day. Demurrer filed Dec. i 
9, 1895. Demurrer withdrawn. Answer , 
filed Feb. 10, 1896. Cause tried March 10, 1 
1896. Judgment for Plaintiff March 10, 1 
1896, restraining Defendant from trans- 
acting further ousiness, except for the , 
purpose of liquidation, until further , 
order of Court 



Complaint filed Dec. 24, 1895 ; summons 
issued same day. Answer filed Jan. 13, 
1896. Judgment for Plaintiff Jan. 13, 
1896, enjoining Defendants from trans- 
acting further business, except for pur- 
pose of liquidation, until further order 
of Court. 



Office No. 69. 



i Office No. 70. 



Complaint filed Dec. 13, 1895; summons 
issued same day. Answer filed Jan. 15, 
1896. Cause tried and submitted on 
brief s to be filed July 27, 1896. Plaintiff 's 
opening brief filed July 30, 1896. Defend- 
ants' brief filed Aug. 6, 1896. Plaintiff 's 
reply brief filed Aug. 11, 1896. 



i Office No. 71. 
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Attobuby-Gtbnbral's Docket of Civil Casks in thb Superior and Supreme 



Title of Cause. 



Supreme Court L. A. No. 162— 
John D. Van Vleck, Re- 
spondent, vs. Board of Den- 
tal Examiners of the State 
of California, J. D. Hodgen, 
W. J. Younger, Thomas 
Morffew, S. E. Knowles, F. F. 
Tebbets, J. C. McCoy, and J. 
L. Asay, comprising said 
Board of Dental Examiners, 
Appellants. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, 
for Appellants ; Knight, 
Simpson & Harpham for 
Respondent. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Superior Court 
of Orange 
County. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



Civil 



By com plaint — Plaintiff 

grays judgment that the 
ourt issue an alternative 
writ of mandate to be is- 
sued to the Defendants re- 
quiring them to endorse 
diploma, and issue the cer- 
tificate provided in said 
Act, and lor $1,000 damages, 
and for costs of suit. 



Supreme Court L. A. No. 167— 
Teralto Land and Water 
Company (a corporation), 
Plaintiff, vs. E. E. Shaffer, 
as County Auditor of San 
Diego County. Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Defendant; Col- 
lier, Pillsbury & Collier for 
Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Civil . 



By petition and affidavit for 
writ of mandate requir- 
ing Defendant to make and 
furnish to Plaintiff an esti- 
mate of the amount re- 
quired to redeem its land, 
described in said petition. 



Superior Court No. 1477— The 
People, etc., by W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, 
upon the complaint of J. B. 
Fuller, Paris Kilburn, and 
H. W. Magee, Bank Commis- 
sioners of the State of Cali- 
fornia, Plaintiff, vs. Merced 
Bank (a corporation), John 
Ruddle, C. Landram, John 
A. Howell, J. D. Price, H. G. 
Peck, C. C. Nelson, and J. A. 
Perry, as Directors of said 
Merced Bank, Defendants. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Plaintiff, F. G. 
Ostrander. District Attorney, 
of counsel ; Jas. F. Peck for 
Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Merced Co. 



Civil . 



By complaint— To oust said 
Directors from office. 



Superior Court No. 60052— 
Charlotte M. Holman, Plain- 
tiff, vs. The State of Califor- 
nia, Defendant. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, for 
Defendant ; Laura De Force 
Gordon for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil. 



By complaint— Plaintiff asks 
for judgment against De- 
fendant for the sum of $280, 
and interest thereon at 
rate of 10% from Oct. 23, 
1866. 
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Coubts of the State of California, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Complaint filed Jan. 26, 1895. Demurrer 
filed Feb. 5, 1896. Demurrer overruled 
Feb. 8, 1895. Notice of motion to quash 
writ denied Feb. 5, 1895. Answer filed 
Feb. 18, 1895. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Aug. 21, 1895. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 2, 1895. 



Transcript filed Jan. 2, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed Feb. 
20, 1896. Respondent's brief 
filed March 14, 1896. Ap- 
pellant's reply brief filed 
April 23, 1896. 



Oftlce No. 72. 



I 



Petition and affidavit filed Sept, 27, 1895. 
Demurrer filed Oct. 8, 1895. Demurrer 
overruled Nov. 6, 1895. Default entered 
Nov. 25, 1895. Writ issued Nov. 27, 1895. 
Judgment for costs at $800 filed Nov. 
27, 1895. Notice of appeal filed Dec. 
16, 1895. 



Transcript filed Jan. 18, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed March 
9, 1896. Respondent's brief 
filed April 8, 1896. Appel- 
lant's reply brief filed April 
16, 1896. 



I 



Complaint filed Jan. 17, 1896. Demurrer 
filed Jan. 23, 1896. Demurrer overruled 
Jan. 23, 1896. Answer filed Jan. 23, 1896. 1 
Judgment for Plaintiff Jan. 25, 1896, 
ousting said Directors. 



! 



Complaint filed Feb. 28, 1895; summons 
served same day. Demurrer filed March 
6, 1896. Demurrer sustained April 3, 
1896. Ten days to amend. Notice of 
sustaining of demurrer served and filed 
Apr. 10, 1896. Amended complaint filed 
April 23, 1896. Demurrer to amended 
complaint filed May 5, 1896. Notice of 
motion to dismiss and order shortening 
time filed May 5, 1896. Demurrer to 
amended complaint sustained June 26. 
1896. Judgment of dismissal entered 
July 2, 1896. Served and filed notice of 
sustaining demurrer and of judgment of 
dismissal July 14, 1896. 



Office No. 73. 



Office No. 74. 



Office No. 75. 



Closed. 
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Attorn ey-Genbral's Docket of Civil Cases in the Superior and Supreme 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



Supreme Court S. F. No. 424— i Supreme Court 
John C. Bateman and ' of the State 
Michael C. Bateman, co- ; of California, 
partners, doing business 
under tne firm name and 
style of Bateman Bros., Peti- 1 
tioner, vs. E. P. Colgan, State i 
Controller, Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald. Attorney- 
General, for Defendant ; Sul- 
livan <fe Sullivan for Peti- 1 
tioner. I 



Civil ... 



I By petition for writ of man- 
! date for warrant to issue. 



Yolo County, Plaintiff, vs. State 
Agricultural Society (a cor- 
poration). Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney - Gen- 
eral, for Defendant; R. E. 
Hopkins and Hurst & Hurst 
for Plaintiff. 



Justice's Court 
of Sacra- 
mento Co. 



Superior Court No. 7014— Chas. 
J. Cody, Petitioner' vs. Mar- 
tin J. Wright, as Surveyor- 
General of the State of Cali- 
fornia, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorn ey - G en- 
eral, for Defendant; J. E. 
Coffer for Petitioner. 



Superior Court 
of Sacra- 
mento Co. 



Civil . 



By complaint— For judg- 
ment for $250 against 
Defendant, with interest 
thereon at 7% from Oct. 1, 
1895, and for costs of suit. 



Civil . 



By petition for writ of man- 
date commanding Defend- 
ant to file application of 
Petitioner mentioned in 
said petition, and for costs 
of suit. 



Supreme Court, San Francisco, 
No. 426— The People, etc., by 
W. F. Fitzgerald, upon the 
relation of Henry C. Gesford, 
Petitioner, vs. Tne Superior 
Court in and for the City and 
County of San Francisco, and 
Hon. A. A. Sanderson, one of 
the Judges, Respondents. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, W. W. Foote, and 
Garrett McEnerny for Peti- 
tioner; R. B. Carpenter for 
Respondents. 



Supreme Court 
of State of 
California. 



Civil . 



Superior Court No. 54687— San 
Francisco Savings Union, 
Plaintiff, vs. E. B. Long et 
al., Defendants. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, for 
Defendants ; Rackliffe & 
Higgins, H. C. Campbell for 
Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil . 



By 



complaint — Plaintiff 

Erays judgment that the 
defendants and each of 



them be restrained by in- 
junction from taking any 
proceedings against the 
Plaintiff in relation to said 
money, etc., and for costs 
of suit. 
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Courts of the State of California, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Conrt Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



I Petition for writ of mandate 
filed Feb. 25, 1888. Writ 
issued, returnable March 2, 
1896. Demurrer filed March 
2, 189a Return of writ filed 
March 2, 1896. Stipulation 
filed March 2, 18KB. Re- 
l spondent's brief filed March 
I 2, 1896. Memorandum of ar- 
gument filed March 2, 1896. 
• Petition argued and sub- 
| mitted March 2, 189a Mem- 
I or and una of authorities filed 
| March 3, 1896. Ordered that 
writ issue as prayed for 
! March 18, 1896. Stipulation 
I and order that writ issue 
1 forthwith March 20, 1896. 
! Writ issued June 5, 1896. 



Remarks. 



Office No. 76 



Closed. 



Complaint filed Mar. 9, 1896. Demurrer 
filed April 18, 1896. Demurrer overruled. 
Answer filed Aug. 13, 189a Case dis- 
missed on motion of party Plaintiff' 
Aug. 22, 189a 



Petition filed March 19, 1896 : writ issued 
same day. Writ returnable March 27, 
1896. Answer filed March 27, 1896. Writ 
denied May 8, 1896. 



I Oflfice No. 77. 



Closed. 



Petition for writ of mandate 
filed Feb. 26, 1896. Ordered 
that time be shortened to five 
days Feb. 26, 1896 ; that same 
be heard March 2, 1896. 
Respondents' demurrer filed 
March 2, 1896. Respond- 
ents' answer March 2, 1896. 
Petition and demurrer 
argued and submitted Mar. 
2,189a Respondents' points 
and authorities on demurrer 
filed Mar. 4, 1896. Petition- 
er's points and authorities 
March 7, 1896. 



Office No. 78. 



Office No. 79. 



Complaint filedMarch 31, 1896. Summons 
issued same day. Demurrer filed May 
7, 1896. Amended complaint served May 
12, 1896. Demurrer overruled May 29, 
1896. Answer filed June 8, 1896. 



Office No. 80. 



8— A-G 
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Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 6464— The | Superior Court Civil . 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. The , of San Ber- f 
San Bernardino Land and ; nardino Co. , 
Building Association et al., 
Defendants. W. F. Fitz- , I 

ferald, Attorney-General, for i j 

laintiff ; Paris & Allison, | 
C. C. Haskell for Defendants, i 



! By complaint— That the De- 
i fendant corporation be re- 
1 strained from the further 
I transaction of business, and 
i for costs of suit. 



Superior Court No. 55017— The I Superior Court 
People, etc., by W. F. Fitz- , of San Fran- 
gerald, Attorney-General, i cisco. 
upon the complaint of E. ■ 
P. Colgan, Controller, and 
the Board of Trustees of the 
Whittier State School (a! 
body corporate), Petitioners. ' 
vs. Board of Supervisors oi , 
the City and County of San 
Francisco, Adolph Sutro, ! 
Mayor of the City and ' 
County of San Francisco, ' 
etc., and Joseph King et al., ; 
etc., as members of and con- 1 
stituting said Board of Su- 1 
pervisors, and William Brod- 
erick, Auditor, etc., Defend- 
ants. W. F.Fitzgerald, Att'y- 
General, f or Petitioner ; H. T. 
Creswell, City and County 
Attorney, for Defendants. 



i By petition for writ of man- 
date requiring the Board 
of Supervisors of the City 
and County of San Fran- 
cisco to pay into the State 
Treasury the sum of 
$7811 48, with interest 
thereon, and for costs' of 
suit. 



Superior Court No. 55018— The 
People, etc.,, by W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney - General, 
upon the complaint of E. P. 
Colgan, Controller, and The 
Board of Trustees of the 
Whittier State School (a 
body corporate), Plaintiff, 
vs. The City and County of 
San Francisco (a municipal 
corporation), Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Plaintiff; H. T. 
Creswell, City Attorney, for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court Civil By complaint — Plaintiff 

of San Fran- 1 prays judgment for several 

cisco. I sums due from the City and 

County of San Francisco to 
the State of California, in 
trust for the Whittier State 
School, amounting to $7,- 
811 48, and interest thereon, 
and for costs of suit. 



Superior Court No. 555 10— John i Superior Court I Civil . 



W. Denning, Plaintiff, vs. 
The State of California, De- 1 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, I 
Attorney -General, for De- 1 
fendant ; Edward J. Ban- , 
nine, Henley <fc Costello for ! 
Plaintiff. 



of San Fran- 
cisco. 



By complaints-Plaintiff de- 
mands judgment against 
defendant for the sum of 
$25,000, together with in- 
terest and the costs of this 
action. 
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■Courts of the Statx of California, and in thb United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


-Complaint filed April 5, 1886. Answer 
filed May 12, 1896. Cause tried June 25, 
1886. Judgment for Plaintiff June 25, 
1886. restraining said Defendants from 
further prosecution of the business un- 
til further order of Court T. C. Chap- 
man appointed receiver. Bond $5,000. 




Office No. 81. 


Petition filed April 30, 1896. Writ issued 
same day. Alternate writ served May 4, 
1896. Demurrer filed May 22, 1896. 


\ 


Office No. 82. 


Complaint filed April 30, 1896. 




Office No. 83. 


Complaint filed June 10, 1896. Demurrer 
filed June 22, 1896. Demand for change 
of venue filed June 22, 1896. Demand for 
change of venue withdrawn July 21, 
1896. Demurrer submitted on briefs 
Sept. 4, 1896. 




Office No. 84. 
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Attobnxt-Gsnxral's Docket of Civil Cask in thb Superior and Supkemk 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 66610 ; Su- 

?reme Court, 8. F. 614— 
. W. Lees, Petitioner, vs. 
E. P. Colgan, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Defendant ; 
Davis Louderback for Peti- 
tioner. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil . 



I 



Superior Court No. 7169— The 
People, etc., by E. P. Colgan, 
Controller, H.O. South worth, 
A. Thornton, J. D. McDou- 
gald, and Joseph Steffens, 
as Directors of the State In- 
sane Asvlum at Stockton, 
Plaintiffs, vs. N. M. Orr, H. H. 
Hewlett, Frank Stewart,T.W. 
Newell, I. S. Bostwick, R. B. 
Parker, and Geo. West, De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Plain- 
tiffs; Nichol & Orr for De- 
fendants. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Supreme Court, Los Angeles, 
No. 241 — W. G. Cochran, 
Francis L. Haynes, and An- 
drew Mullen, Trustees of the 
Whittier State School (a 
body corporate), Plaintiffs, 
vs. Los Angeles County (a 
public corporation). Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Att'y- 
General, for Plaintiffs; J. A. 
Donnell for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Superior Court No. 7212— The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. The 
California and Nevada Rail- 
road Company (a corpora- 
tion), Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Att'y-General, 
for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court No. 7213— The 
People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. The 
Atlantic and Pacific Rail- 
road Company (a corpora- 
tion), Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
or Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil . 



Civil . 



Civil . 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil . 



By petition for peremptory 
writ of mandate, directed 
to said Defendant, com- 
manding and requiring said 
Defendant to draw, as such 
Controller, his warrant, in 
due form of law, on the 
Treasurer of said State of 
California, for the sum of 
$1,000, in favor of said I. W. 
Lees, and that Plaintiff re- 
cover his costs and dis- 
bursements, and for such 
other and further relief as 
may be just. 



By complaint — Plaintiffs 
pray judgment against the 
Defendants for the sum $12,- 
601 08, as principal and pen- 
alty, together with interest 
on the sum of $10,000 8& 
principal, at the rate of 10% 

§er annum from the 14th 
ay of May, 1896. 



By complaint — Plaintiffs 
pray judgment in the sum 
of $3,064 06, with interest 
at 7% per annum ; for their 
costs herein, and for all 
proper relief. 



By complaint— Plaintiff de- 
mands judgment against 
the Defendant for the sev- 
eral sums of State and 
county taxes, aggregating 
the sum of $1,445 67, and 
for costs of suit. 



By complaint— Plaintiff de- 
mands judgment against 
the Defendant for several 
sums of State and county 
taxes, aggregating the sum 
of $2,657 85, and for costs of 
suit. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Petition filed J une 18, 1896. Demurrer filed 
June 27, 1896. Demurrer overruled June 
30, 1896. Judgment for Plaintiff July 2, 
1896. Notice of appeal filed July 6, 1896. 



Transcript filed July 22, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed Aug. 
14, 1896. Respondent's brief 
filed Sept. 11, 1896. 



Remarks. 



Office No. 86. 



Complaint filed June 25, 1896; summons 
issued same day. Demurrer filed July 
23, 1896. Demand, notice, and affidavit 
on motion for change of venue served 
and filed July 23, 1896. Change of venue 
granted July 31, 1896. Served and filed 
notice of motion and affidavits to set 
aside order granting motion for change 
of venue Aug. 13, 1896. Motion to set 
aside order of July 31, 1896, changing 
place of trial, granted Aug. 28, 189a 



Office No. 86. 



Complaint filed June 6, 1894. Demurrer 
filed June 18, 1894. Demurrer overruled 
June 25, 1894. Answer filed July 21, 1894. 
Judgment for Plaintiffs June 12, 1895. 
Notice of appeal filed May 13, 1896. 



Transcript filed May 25, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed June 
24, 1896. Respondent's brief 
filed Aug. 14, 1896. 



Office No. 87. 



I 



Complaint filed July 30, 1896. 



I Office No. 88. 



Complaint filed July 30, 1896. 



Office No. 89. 
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Attornvt-Gkvxral'8 Docmt of Citil Casks in thb Superior and Suprimi 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character of Mode of Prosecution and 
Action. ' Nature of Suit. 



U. S. Circuit Court No. 11881— In the Circuit ■ Civil . 
Mercantile Trust Company, Court of the 
Plaintiff, vs. The Atlantic & Unit'd Stat's, ! 
Pacific Kailroad Company North 'rnDis- 
(a corporation) and United trict of Cali- 
States Trust Company of | fornia, Ninth 
New York, Defendants. W. ' Circuit. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Petitioner ; C. N. \ 
Sterry for Defendant A. & P. 
R. R. Co. 



U. S. Circuit Court No. 12215— 
Charles H. Smith, Complain- 
ant, vs. The California & 
Nevada Railroad Company 
(a corporation), The Oak- 
land and San Francisco Ter- 
minal Company (a corpora- 
tion), J. J. Scrivner, J. S. 
Emery, Abner Doble, Geo. 
W. Schell, E. A. Phelps, Ac- 
ton H. Clough, W. Thomas, 
F. M. Smith, J. Doe Pope, , 
and Richard Roe Stewart, De- 
fendants ; The People of the 
State of California, Peti- 
tioner. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Pe- 
titioner. 



In the United Civil . 
States Cir- 
cuit Court, in ! 
and for the 
Ninth Cir- 
cuit, North- 
ern District 
of California. 



Superior Court No. 51032; 
Supreme Court S. F. 139— 
C. B. Rode and Wm. Schul- 
theis, partners, doing busi- 
ness under the firm name 
and style of C. B. Rode & Co., 
Plaintiff, vs. John D. Siebe, 
Assessor, etc., Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald. Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Naphtaly, Freidenrich 
& Ackerman for Defendant ; 
Walter H. Levy for Plaintiff. 



. I By petition—Petitioner 

I prays that the several sums 
| of State and county taxes 
| delinquent and unpaid, 

and the penalties so added 
| thereto, aggregating the 
. sum of $2,657 85, be allow- 
I ed as a preferred claim 

against the Atlantic & Pa- 
i cific Railroad Company, 
! and that an order be made 
| directing the receivers of 
, the Atlantic & Pacific 
I Railroad Company to pay 
I to the Treasurer of the 

State of California the sum 
I of $2,657 85. together with 
I the costs of this proceed- 
j ing, etc. 



By petition— Petitioner 

prays that the several sums 
of State and county taxes 
delinquent and unpaid, 
and the penalties so added 
thereto, aggregating the 
sum of $1,457 57, be allow- 
ed as a preferred claim 
against the California and 
Nevada Railroad Company, 
and that an order be made 
directing the receiver of 
the California and Nevada 
Railroad Company to pay 
to the Treasurer of the 
State of California the sum 
of $1,447 57, together with | 
the costs of this proceeding, j 



Superior Court Civil . 
of San Fran- 1 
cisco. 






By complaint — Plaintiff 
prays that this Court ad- 
judge and declare the acts 
and conduct of said De- 
fendant, as such Assessor, 
in assessing the said per- 
sonal property of these 
glaintiffs, and demanding 
»om them the payment of 
said taxes upon said prop- 
erty for the fiscal year 
commencing July 1, 1895, 
and ending June 30, 1896, 
illegal and void, and perpet- 
ually enjoin and restrain 
Defendant from seizing 
and selling said property, 
or in any way interfering 
therewith, and for such 
other relief as may be 
proper in the premises. 
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Courts of the State or California, and in the United States Courts— Continued. 



Stage oi Proceedings in Conrt Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Petition filed July 80, 1896. 



Office No. 90. 



Petition filed July 30, 1896. 



Office No. 91. 



Complaint filed May 22, 1895. Answer 
filed May 23, 1895. Judgment for Defend- 
ant' May 27, 1895. Notice of appeal filed 
May 28, 1895. / 



Transcript filed May 28, 1895. 
Appellant's brief filed June 
14, 1895. Respondent's brief 
filed J une 18, 1895. Cause sub- 
mitted on briefs on file Feb. 
17, 1896. Submission Bet aside 
and cause placed at foot of. 
coming Bank Calendar for 
August, July 23, 1896. Or- 
dered Appellant 20 days to 
file brief Aug. 7, 1896. Re- 
spondent 20 days. Appellant 
10 days to reply. 



Office No. 92. 
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Attorney-General's Docket of Civil Casks in the Supeeioe and Supreme 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court | 
and County In- 'Character of . 
stitnted, Tried, Action. ' 
and Adjudged. I 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit 



Superior Court No. 7227— The Superior Court Civil. 
People, etc., by W. F. Fitz- of Sacramen- 
gerald, Attorney-General, to County, 
upon complaint of E. P. , 
Colean, Controller, Plaintiff, , 
vs. National Bank of D. O. j 
Mills & Co. (a National Bank- 1 
ing Association), Defendant. 
WT F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Plaintiff ; Lloyd 
<fe Wood for Defendant. 



By complaint — Plaintiff 
pray 8 judgment against 
Defendant for said sum of 
$16,995 75, and such other 
and further relief as to this 
Court may seem meet and 

1 equitable, and for costs of 

i suit. 



Supreme Court Sac. No. 26$— Superior Court 
Merced County, Plaintiff and j ot Merced Co. 
Respondent, vs. W. H. Cook, 
Auditor of Merced County, 
Defendant and Appellant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Respondent ; 
Jas. F. Peck, Chas. H. Marks, 
Geo. L. Crocker, and Frank 
H. Farrar for Appellant. 



Civil . 



By complaint— That Defend- 
ant be enjoined from draw- 
ing; a warrant in favor of 
said Frank H. Farrar, or in 

: favor of anv person, for the 
said sum of $250, or for any 

, sum based upon the said 

I claim of $250, and for costs 

I of suit. 



Superior Court No. 9810— The I Superior Court 
People, etc., by W. F. Fitz- ! of San Diego 
gerald, Attorney-General, I County, 
upon the complaint of J. B. ! 
Fuller, Paris Kilburn, and 
H. W. Magee, Bank Commis- 
sioners, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
Bank of National City (a cor- j 
poration), Warren S. Kim- 1 
ball, G. W. Hale, S. S. John- , 
ston, C. H. Sawyer, F. $f. ' 
Kimball, Peter Morse, and : 
C. B. Whittelsey, as Directors 
of said Bank of National - 
City, Defendants. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Plaintiff. i 



Superior Court No. 54504— In Superior Court 
tne matter of the trusts de- 1 of San Fran- 
clared by the will of Mar- cisco. 

faret Martin, deceased. W. I 
\ Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Respondent ; Blake 
& Harrison for Petitioner. 



Civil . 



i By complaint — That the De- 
! fendant corporation, the 
1 Bank of National City, be 
I restrained from the trans- 
| action of further business ; 
I for such further relief as to 
\ the Court may seem just 
1 and equitable, and for costs 
of suit. 



In the matter of the estate of I Superior Court 
Jean Martin, deceased, Jac- 1 of Mariposa 
ques Joseph Martin, and County. 
Marie Lomse Martin, Plain- ! 
tiffs, vs. Levi Rackliffe, Treas- 
urer of the State of Cali- \ 
f ornia, etc., et al., Defendants. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Defendant Rack- i 
liffe, J. J. Trabucco, District j 
Attorney, of counsel: Timo- , 
thy J. Lyons and J. W. Cong- , 
don for Plaintiffs. ■ 




By petition for appointment 
of George W. Kingsbury, as 
trustee. 



By complaint— That Court 
enter decree establishing 
Plaintiffs as sole heirs at 
law and next of kin of said 
Jean Martin, deceased, etc., 
and for general relief. 
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Stage of Proceeding. l» Court Below. j Memo ^*™ f^ 8 " 4 ln 



Supreme Court. 



Complaint filed Aug. 13, 1896. 



Remarks. 



Office No. 93. 



Complaint filed Jan. 26, 1896. Demurrer 
filed Jan. 27, 1896. Demurrer overruled 
March 23, 1896. Judgment for Plaintiff 
June 10, 1896. Notice of appeal filed 
June 17, 1896. 



Transcript filed July 27, 1896. 
Appellant's brief filed Aug. 
18, 1896. 



Office No. 94. 



Complaint filed August 29, 1896. 



Office No. 95. 









Petition filed March 16. 1896. Order fix- 
ing time and place of hearing March 16, 
1808. Order of application for appoint- 
ment of George W. Kingsbury as trus- 
tee filed April 2, 1896. Order appointing 
new trustee filed April 2, 189a 




Office No. 96. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed Feb. 15, 1896. Feb. 17, 1896, 
order filed requiring defendants to show 
cause on March 21, 1896, why prayer "of 
said complaint should not be granted. 
Answer of Defendant Levi Rackliffe 
filed March 18, 1896. Depositions of wit- 
nesses taken May 21, 1896. Cause tried 
July 21, 1896. Judgment for Plaintiffs 
July 21, 1896. 




Office No. 97. 
Closed. 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET OF RAILROAD TAX 

THE STATE OF 



Title of Cause. 



i In What Court 
and County In- 

! btituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 14617— Los Aneeles 
County, Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Los Angeles County for Plaintiff; 
John D. Bicknell and A. B. Hotchkiss 
for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
oi Los Ange- 
les County. 



Civil.. 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887. 



Superior Court No. 14532— The County 
of Los Angeles. Plaintiff, vs. South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Company, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Los Angeles County for Plaintiff; 
John D. Bicknell and A. B. Hotchkiss 
for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Civil.. 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes for 1887. 



Superior Court No. 1198— The County 
of Stanislaus, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company. Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Stanislaus County for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
oi Stanislaus 
County. 



Superior Court No. 1199— The County 
of Stanislaus, Plaintiff, vs. Stockton 
and Copperopolis Railroad Company, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, and District Attorney 
of Stanislaus County for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court No. 1701— The County 
of Santa Cruz, Plaintiff, vs. South 
Pacific Coast Railway Company, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, and District Attor- 
ney of Santa Cruz County for Plain- 



Superior Court No. 1702— The County 
of Santa Cruz, Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company (a cor- 
poration), Defendant W*. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and Dis- 
trict Attorney of Santa Cruz County 
for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Stanislaus 
County. 



Superior Court 
oi Santa Cruz 
County. 



Civil . 



Civil.. 



By complaint— For coun- 
ty taxes of 1887, in the 
amount of $6,793 71, 
penalty 5% thereon, 
with interest on the 
above at 2%, and for 
costs. 



By complaint— To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of $1,060 24, penalty 
6% thereon, with in- 
terest on the above sum 
at 2%, and for costs. 



Civil— By complaint— To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of $2,383 75, with 
interest at 2%, and 
costs. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 



Civil.. 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of $406 69, penalty 
$20 33, with interest at 
2%, and costs. 
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CASES IN THE SUPERIOR AND SUPREME COURTS OF 
CALIFORNIA. 



Stage of Proceedings in 
Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Costs. 


Complaint filed Jan. 22, 1891. 
Amended demurrer filed 
March 9, 1891. 




Office No. 1. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General on June 26, 1896, be- 
cause taxes sued for were 
recovered by the State for the 
county in the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 24, 1891. 
Amended demurrer filed 
March 9, 1891. 




Office No. 2. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General on June 26, 1896, be- 
cause taxes sued for were 
recovered by the State for the 
county in tne State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 24, 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 




Otfice No. 3. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General on June 26, 1896, be- 
cause taxes sued for were 
recovered by the State for the* 
county in the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 24, 1891. 




Office No, 4. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan 20. 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 18, 
1892. 




Office No. 5. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 20, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 18, 1892. 




Office No. 6. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 
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Attorney-Gbnkral's Docket of Railroad Tax Cases 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
' and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 3762— The County 
of San Bernardino. Plaintiff, vs. 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company 
(a corporation), Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney of San Bernardino 
County for Plaintiff; Harvey 8. 
Brown and Foshay Walker for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Civil - 


By complaint— To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887. 


Superior Court No. 4368— The County 
of San Joaquin, Plaintiff, vs. San 
Pablo and Tulare Railroad Company 
(>a corporation), Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney of San Joaquin 
County for Plaintiff. Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Joa- 
quin County. 


1 
Civil -.1 By complaint— To re- 
cover judgment for 
, taxes of 1887, in the sum 
, of $1,996 65, penalty 5%, 
with interest on said 
sum, and for costs. 

1 
! 


Superior Court No. 4369— The County 
of San Joaquin, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company (a cor- 
poration), Defendant. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and Dis- 
trict Attorney of San Joaquin County 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil- 


By complaint— To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 18S7, in the sum 
of $17,036 83, penalty 5%, 
with interest at 2%. 


Superior Court No. 6801— The County 
of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. South 
Pacific Coast Railway Company (a 
corporation), Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney of Alameda Coun- 
ty for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil- 


By complaint— To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes for 1887. 


Superior Court No. 6802— The County 
of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. San Pablo 
and Tulare Railroad Company (a 
corporation), Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney of Alameda Coun- 
ty for Plaintiff. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil .. 


By complaint— To re- 
cover damages for taxes 
for 1887. 


Superior Court No. 6803— The County 
of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. Northern 
Railway Company (a corporation), 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, and District Attor- 
ney of Alameda County for Plaintiff. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil - 


By complaint— To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes for 1887. 



Superior Court No. 6804— The County 
of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. Central Pa- 
cific Railroad Company (a corpora- 
tion), Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and District At- 
torney of Alameda County for Plain- 
tiff. 



Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 



Civil .. 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887. 
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in the Superior and Supreme Courts— Continued. 



Stage of Proceedings in 
Court Below. 



, Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



I 



Remarks— Costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 26, 1891. 1 
Demurrer filed. Demurrer 
sustained Feb. 10, 1893. 



Office No. 7. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
| taxes sued for were recovered 
! by the State for the county in, 
! the State cases. 



! Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan. 31, 1891. 1 
Demurrer filed and over- 1 
ruled. 



j Office No. 8. 

! Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
| taxes sued for were recovered 
i by the State for the county in 
I the State cases. 







Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 31, 1891. 
Demurrer filed and over- 
ruled. 




Office No. 9. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. 
Demurrer filed March 19, 
1891. 




Office No. 10. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. 
Demurrer filed March 19, 
1891. 




Office No. 11. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. 
Demurrer filed March 19, 
1891. 


Office No. 12. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 
t 


Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. 
Demurrer filed March 19, 
1891. 


i 

i Office No. 13. 

Order dismissed by Attorney- 
| General June 26, 1896, because 
| taxes sued for were recovered 
1 by the State for the county in 

the State cases, 
i Closed. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attorney-General's Docket of Railroad Tax Cases 



Title of Cause. 



J In What Court 
, and County In- 
1 Btituted, Tried, 
I and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Superior Court No. 1139— County of | Superior Court | Civil . 
Solano, Plaintiff, vs. California Pa- 1 of Solano Co. I 
cine Railroad Company (a corpora- , 
tion), Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and District At- 
torney of Solano County for Plain- 
tiff. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of $7,484 45, pen- 
alty 5% thereon, inter- 
est 2%, and costs. 



Superior Court No. 1138— The County 
of Solano, Plaintiff, vs. Northern 
Railway Company, Defendant W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney of Solano County 
for Plaintiff; H. S. Brown for De- 
fendant. 



Superior Court 
ol Solano Co. 



Superior Court No. 14884— The County 
of Placer, Plaintiff, vs. The Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald. Attorney- j 
General, and District Attorney of ! 
Placer County for Plaintiff ; Harvey | 
Brown and Foshay Walker for De- 1 
fendant. I 



Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 



Civil- 



Civil.. I By complaint— To re- 
' cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of $2,885 15, pen- 
alty 5% thereon, ana in- 
terest at 2%, and costs. 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887. 



Superior Court No. 1245— The County 
of Kern, Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Railroad Company, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and District Attorney of Kern 
County for Plaintiff; Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker for De- 
fendant. 



The County of Monterey, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Southern Pacific Railroad Com- 
pany, Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and District At- 
torney of Monterey County for 
Plaintiff. 



Superior Court No. 1122— The County 
of San Mateo, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company, 
Defendant W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, and District Attor- 
ney of San Mateo County for 
Plaintiff. 



Superior Court No. 1005— The County 
of Shasta, Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Shasta County for Plaintiff ; Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay Walker for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Kern Co. 



Civil. 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887. 



Superior Court 
of Monterey 
County. 



civil .: 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment of 
taxes for 1887. 



Superior Court 
of San Mateo 
County. 



Superior Court 
of Shasta 
County. 



Civil .. 



By complaint— To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887. 



Civil . 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of $166 44, with 
interest at 2%, and for 
costs. 
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Stage of Proceedings in 
Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks— C osts. 


Complaint filed Jan. 15, 1891. 
Demurrer filed March 6, 
1891. 




Office No. 14. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 15, 1891. 
Demurrer filed March 6, 
1891. 




Office No. 15. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26 f 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 3, 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 




Office No. 16. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 19, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Jan. 20, 1892. 




Office No. 17. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 






Office No. 18. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 31, 1891. 
Demurrer filed. Demurrer 
overruled Sept. 27, 1892. 
Answer filed Oct. 28, 1892. 




Office No. 19. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county 
in the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 28, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 17, 1892. 




Office No. 20. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for . the county 
in the State cases. 

Closed. 



9— A-G 
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Attobney-Genbril'8 Docket of Railroad Tax Casks 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of. 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 1004— The County 
of Shasta, Plaintiff, vs. The Central 
Pacific Railroad Company. Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Shasta County for Plaintiff ; Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay Walker for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Shasta 
County. 



Civil—' By complaint — To re- 
I cover judgment for 
1 taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of 135,403 11, with 
interest at 2%, and for 
costs. 



Superior Court No. 8847— The County 
of Santa Clara, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Central Pacific Railroad Company, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney.-General, and District Attor- 
ney oi Santa Clara County for Plain- 
tin: H. S. Brown and J. B. Lamar 
for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 



Civil .. 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of $2,576 12, with 
interest at 2%, and for 

• costs. 



Superior Court No. 8848— The County 
of Santa Clara, Plaintiff, vs. South 
Pacific Coast Railroad Company, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, and District Attor- 
ney of Santa Clara County for Plain- 
tiff. 



Superior Court No. 8849— The County 
of Santa Clara, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company, 
Defendant W. F. Fitzgerald. Attor- 
ney-General, and District Attorney 
of Santa Clara County for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 



The County of Siskiyou, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Central Pacific Railroad Com- 
pany, Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and District At- 
torney of Siskiyou County for Plain- 
tiff: Harvey S. Brown and Foshay 
Walker for Defendant. 



County of Merced, Plaintiff, vs. South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Company, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Merced Co. for Plaintiff ; Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker for De- 
fendant. 



Butte County, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Butte County for Plaintiff ; Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay Walker for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Siskiyou 
County. 



Superior Court 
of Merced 
County. 



Superior Court 
of Butte Co. 



Civil - 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of $5,666 83, with 
interest at 2 %, and for 
costs. 



Civil „ 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the 
sum of $11,774 98, with 
interest at 2%, and for 
costs. 



Civil .. 



Civil - 



By complaint — To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887, in the sum 
of $21,536 71, with in- 
terest at the rate of 2%, 
penalty 6%, and for 
costs. 



By complaint— To re- 
cover judgment for 
taxes of 1887. 



Civil —By complaint — For taxes 
| of 1887. 
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Stage of Proceedings in 
Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks—Costs. 


Complaint filed Jan. 28, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 17, 1892. 




Office No. 21. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county 
in the State cases. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. 
Motion to dismiss filed 
April 21, 1891. Demurrer 
filed June 18, 1891. De- 
murrer overruled. 




Office No. 22. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county 
in the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. 
Motion to dismiss filed 
April 21, 1891. Demurrer 
filed June 18, 1891. De- 
murrer overruled. 



| Office No. 23. 

I Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 

I taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 

, the State cases. 

1 Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. 
Demurrer filed June 18, 
1891. Demurrer overruled. 



Office No. 24. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan. 29, 1891, 
Demurrer filed Feb. 29, 1892. 
Demurrer overruled Sept. 
22,1892. Answer filed Nov. 
15, 1892. 



Office No. 25. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Office No. 26. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Office No. 27. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
bvtl 
the State cases. 

Closed. 
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Attobnxy-Gbnebal'b Dookit of Railroad Tax Casxs 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Char- 
acter of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 


Nevada County, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Nevada County for Plaintiff: Har- 
vey S. Brown and Foshay Walker 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Nevada 
County. 

Superior Court 
of Sutter Co. 


Civil .. 


By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 


Sutter County, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and District Attorney of Sutter 
County for Plaintiff; Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker for De- 
fendant. 


Civil.. 


By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



Tehama County, Plaintiff, vs. Central Superior Court 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- of Tehama 
ant W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- County. 
General, and District Attorney of 
Tehama County for Plaintiff ; Har- 
vey S. Brown and Foshay Walker 
for Defendant. 



Civil.. 



By complaint— For taxes- 
of 1887. 



Tehama County, Plaintiff, vs. North- 
ern Railway Company, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and District Attorney of Tehama 
County for Plaintiff; Harvey 8. 
Brown and Foshay Walker for De- 
fendant. 



Superior Court 
oi Tehama 
County. 



Civil . 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



San Benito County, Plaintiff, vs. 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, and District Attorney 
of San Benito County for Plaintiff; 
Harvey S. Brown and Foshay 
Walker for Defendant. 



Supreme Court No. 19365— San Diego 
County, Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Railroad Company, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and District Attorney of San Diego 
County for Plaintiff; Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker for De- 
fendant. 



San Luis Obispo County, Plaintiff, vs. 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company, 
Defendant W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, and District At- 
torney of San Luis Obispo County 
for Plaintiff; Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
oi San Benito 
County. 



Civil - 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



Superior Court 
oi San Diego 
County. 



Superior Court 
oi San Luis 
Obispo Co. 



Civil . 



By complaint — For taxes 
of 1887. 



Civil -.; By complaint— To recov- 
er judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 
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Stage of Proceedings in 
Court Below. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. I 



Remarks— Costs. 



Office No. 28. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Office No. 29. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



Office No. 30. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
| General June 26, 1896, because 
1 taxes sued for were recovered 
j by the State for the county in 
I the State cases. 
| Closed. 

"I 

i Office No. 31. 

I Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
I taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
| the State cases. 
Closed 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 




Office No. 32. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer sustained. No- 
tice of appeal filed. 



Transcript filed Oct. 12, 
1893. Appellant's brief 
filed May 17, 1894. Re- 
spondent's brief filed 
Oct. 16, 1894. Judgment 
and order affirmed 
July 11, 1895. 



Office No. 33. 



Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Office No. 34. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attobnbt-Gxnbral's Docket of Railboad Tax Casks 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Napa County, Plaintiff, vs. Southern I Superior Court 
Pacific Company, Defendant. W. ' of Napa Co. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and i 
District Attorney of Napa County j 
for Plaintiff; Harney S. Brown and i 
Foshay Walker for Defendant. j 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Civil .. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit 



By complaint— To recov- 
er judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 



i 



Napa County, Plaintiff, vs. California j 
Pacific Railroad Co., Defendant. W. ! 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney of Napa County 
for Plaintiff ; Harvey 8. Brown and 
Foshay Walker for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Napa Co. 



Civil —By complaint— To recov- 
er judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 



I 



City and County of San Francisco, ' Superior Court Civil . 
Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific Railroad i of San Fran- 
Company, Defendant. W. F. Fitz- cisco. 
geraid, Attorney-General, and Dis- { ; 

trict Attorney of City and County of 
San Francisco for Plaintiff ; Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay Walker for j 

Defendant. ! 



I By com plaint— For taxes 
; of 1887. 



Colusa County, Plaintiff, vs. Northern 
Railway Company, Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney of Colusa County 
for Plaintiff : Harvey S. Brown ancl 
Foshay Walker for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Colusa Co. 



Civil -i By com plaint— For taxes 
I of 1887. 



Fresno County, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Fresno County for Plaintiff ; Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay Walker for ; 
Defendant. ! 



Superior Court | Civil . 
of Fresno Co. 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



Fresno County, Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Fresno County for Plaintiff ; Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay Walker for 
Defendant. 



Fresno County, Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Company, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney of Fresno County 
for Plaintiff ; Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker for Defendant. 



Superior Court j Civil . 
of Fresno Co. 



By complaint — For taxes 
of 1887. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 



Civil.. 



By complaint — For taxes 
of 1887. 
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Stage of Proceedings in 
Court Below. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



Remarks— Costs. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed, 



Office No. 36. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
| by the State for the county in 
i the State cases. 
Closed. «, 



j Office No. 36. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



! Office No. 37. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 

| General June 26, 1896, because 

1 taxes sued for were recovered 

by the State for the county in 

I the State cases. 



Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 189*. , 
Demurrer filed. 



Office No. 38. 

! Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Office No. 39. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Office No. 40. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
I by the State for the county in 
' the State cases. 
! Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. I 
Demurrer filed. I 



Office No. 41. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
i General June 26, 1896, because 
, taxes sued for were recovered 
I by the State for the county in 
1 the State cases. 
| Closed. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attorney-General's Docket of Railroad Tax Cases 



Title of Cause. 



Merced County, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Merced County for Plaintiff ; Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay Walker for 
Defendant. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Superior Court 
of Merced Co. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Civil - - By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



I 



I 



City and County of San Francisco, 
Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pacific Rail- 
road Company, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney for Plaintiff; 
Harvey S. Brown and Foshay Wal- 
ker for Defendant. 



Superior Court Civil .. 
of San Fran-' 
cisco. 



By complain t- 
of 1887. 



-For taxes 



Yolo County, Plaintiff, vs. California 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Yolo County for Plaintiff; Harvey 
8. Brown and Foshay Walker for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
ot Yolo Co. 



Civil . 



By complaint — For taxes 
of 1887. 



Yolo County, Plaintiff, vs. Northern 
Railway Company, Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
District Attorney of Yolo County 
for Plaintiff ; Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker for Defendant 



Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 



Civil . 



Bv complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



Sacramento County, Plaintiff, vs. Cen- 
tral Pacific Railroad Company, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Sacramento County for Plaintiff; 
Harvey S. Brown and Foshay 
Walker for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil - 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



Sacramento County, Plaintiff, vs. Cali- 
fornia Pacific Railroad Company, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, and District Attorney 
of Sacramento County for Plaintiff; 
Harvey S. Brown and Foshay 
Walker for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil.. 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



Yuba County, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Yuba County for Plaintiff ; Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay Walker for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Yuba 

County. 



Civil.. 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 
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Stage of Proceedings in 
. Court Below. 



i Memorandum of Judgment i 
; in Supreme Court. I 



Remarks— Costs. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Office No. 42. 

I Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
1 General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
I by the State for the county in 
| the State cases. 
. Closed. 
I 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 
Demurrer filed. 



Office No. 43. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Office No. 44. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Office No. 45. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



Office No. 46. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



Office No. 47. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
, General June 26, 1896, because 
! taxes sued for were recovered 
: by the State for the county in 
I the State cases. 
1 Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



! Office No. 48. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 
Closed. 
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REPOET OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attobnby-Gxnxral's Dockst of Railroad Tax Casks 



Title of Cause. 



| In What Court 

I and County In- 

, stituted. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Yuba County, Plaintiff, vs. Southern ! Superior Court Civil ~ 



Pacific Railroad Company. Defend- 
ant. W. P. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Yuba County for Plaintiff ; Harvey 
S. Brown and Poshay Walker for 
Defendant. 



of Yuba | 

County. 



Contra Costa County, Plaintiff, vs. San 
Pablo and Tulare Railroad Com- 
pany, Defendant. W. P. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and District At- 
torney of Contra Costa County for 
Plaintiff; Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker for Defendant. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 18871 



Superior Court Civil 
of Contra 
Costa County.; 



-I By complaint— For taxes 
I of 1887. 



! 



Contra Costa County, Plaintiff, vs. Superior Court 
Northern Railway Company, De- 1 of Contra 
fendant. W. P. Fitzgerald, Attorney- j Costa County. 
General, and District Attorney of i | 

Contra Costa County for Plaintiff. 



Civil .. 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



Sierra County, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and District Attorney of 
Sierra County for Plaintiff ; Harvey i 
S. Brown and Foshay Walker for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court Civil . 
of Sierra Co. I 



„ plaint— For taxes 

of 1887. • 



Superior Court No. 28424— The Peo- Superior Court 

Sie ; etc., Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific of San Fran- 
ailroad Company, Defendant. W. \ cisco. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and : 
J. P. Langhorne and John H. Miller ' 
for Plaintiff; H. S. Brown for De- , 
fendant. 
___. ..„___! 



Civil - 



By complaint— For taxes 
I of 1887. 



Superior Court No. 28425— The People, Superior Court . Civil . 
etc., Plaintiff, vs. Northern Pacific i of San Fran- 1 
Railway, Defendant. W. F. Fitzger- 1 cisco. 
aid, Attorney-General, and J. P. ; . 

Langhorne and John H. Miller for I 

Plaintiff; H. S. Brown for Defend- ! 
ant. 



J By com plaint — For taxes 
of 1887. 



Superior Court No. 28426 ; Supreme , Superior Court Civil . 

Court No. ——The People, etc., Plain- 1 of San Fran- 1 

tiff, vs. Southern Pacific Railroad cisco. I 
Company, Defendant. W. F. Fitz- 

ferald, Attorney-General, and J. P. j 

<an gnome and John H. Miller for j 

Plaintiff ; H . S. Brown for Defendant. ' 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 
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Stage of Proceedings in 
Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



Remarks— Costs. 



Office No. 49. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
I the State cases. 
! Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



Office No. 50. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. 



Office No. 61. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
I taxes sued for were recovered 
I by the State for the county in 
i the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan., 1891. | 
Demurrer filed. ' 



Office No. 52. 

Ordered dismissed by Attorney- 
General June 26, 1896, because 
taxes sued for were recovered 
by the State for the county in 
the State cases. 

Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16, 
1891; overruled Sept. 12, 
1892. Answer filed Oct. 12, 
1892. Judgment for Plain- 
tiff Feb. 3, 1893. Notice of 
appeal filed July 11, 1893. 



Complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16, 
1891; overruled Sept. 12, 
1892. Answer filed Oct. 12, 
1892. Judgment for Plain- 
tiff Feb. 3, 1893. Notice of 
appeal filed July 11, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 5, Office No. 53. 
1894. Judgment and i 
order affirmed Jan. 6, i 
1895. 



Closed. 



Transcript filed Jan. 5,' 
1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed Jan. 6, 
1895. 



Complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16,1891. 
Demurrer overruled Sept. 
12, 1892. Answer filed Oct. 
12, 1892. Judgment for 
Plaintiff Feb. 3, 1893. No- 
tice of appeal filed July 
11, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 6, 
1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed Jan. 6, 
1895. 



Office No. 64. 



Closed. 



Office No. 55. 



Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attobnby-Gbnebal's Docket of Railroad Tax Casks 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
aud County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 28427; Supreme 
Court No. ._ — The People, etc., Plain- 
tiff, vs. San Pablo and Tulare Rail- 
road Company, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and J. 
P. Lang horn e and John H. Miller for 
Plaintiff ; H. S. Brown for Defendant. 



Superior Court Civil ..By complaint—For taxes 
of San Fran- I of 1887. 

cisco. ! 

! I 



Superior Court No. 28428; Supreme 
Court No. _.— The People, etc., Plain- 
tiff, vs. California Pacific Railroad 
Company, Defendant. , W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and J. P. 
Langhorne and John H. Miller for 
Plaintiff ; H. S. Brown for Defendant 



Superior Court | Civil .. 
of San Fran- 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 



Superior Court No. 28429— The People, 
etc., Plaintiff, vs. South Pacific Coast 
Railway Company, Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, and 
J. P. Langhorne and John H. Miller 
for Plaintiff; H. S. Brown for De- 
fendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil .. 



By complaint— For taxes 
of 1887. 
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Stage of Proceedings in 
Court Below. 



1 Memorandum of Judgment 
j in Supreme Court. 



Remarks— Costs. 



Office No. 56. 



Complaint filed Jan. 2. 1891. Transcript filed Jan. 5, 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16, ! 1894. Judgment and 
1891. Demurrer overruled I order affirmed Jan. 6, 
Sept. 12, 1892. Answer fil- j 1895. 
ed Oct. 12, 1892. Judgment 
for Plaintiff Feb. 3, 1893. 
Notice of appeal filed July ! I 

ll f 1893. Closed. 



Complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. ' 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16, 1891. i 
Demurrer overruled 8ept j 
12, 1892. Answer filed Oct. 
12, 1892. Judgment for' 
Plaintiff Feb. 3, 1893. No- 
tice of appeal filed July 11, j 
1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 5, 
1894. Judgment and 
order affirmed Jan. 6, 
1895. 



Office No. 67. 



I Closed. 



I 



Complaint filed Jan. 2, 
1891. Demurrer filed Feb. 
16, 1891. Demurrer over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. An- 
swer filed Oct. 12, 1892. 
Judgment for Plaintiff 
Feb. 3, 1893. Notice of ap- 
peal filed July 11, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 5, 
1895. Judgment and 
order affirmed Jan 6, 
1895. 



Office No. 58. 



Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET OF CIVIL CASES, 

IN THE NAME OF 



Title of Cause. 



I In What Court 
• and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



The People, etc., upon the rela- Super ior Court i Civil., 
tion or G. A. Johnson, At- ! of San Joa- 
torney-General, Plaintiff, vs. j quin County. ' 
Reclamation District No. 157 I 
et al.. Defendants. W. F. Fitz- 1 
gerald, Attorney-General, and , I 

Adams & Adams for Plaintiff. 



By complaint— To forever dis- 
solve said Defendant corpo- 
ration. 



The People, etc., upon the rela- 1 SuperiorCourt | Civil .. 
tion oi G. A. Johnson, At- 1 of San Joa ' 



torney-General, Plaintiffs, vs. 
Reclamation District No. 282 
et al., Defendants. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and 
Adams & Adams for Plaintiff. 



quin County. 



By complaint— To forever dis- 
solve said Defendant corpo- 
ration. 



Superior Court No. 34497— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Park and Ocean Railroad 
Company et al., Plaintiffs, vs. 
Omnibus Cable Company, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and Carroll 
Cook, Morrison & Foerster for 
Plaintiffs. 



SuperiorCourt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil- 



Superior Court No. 34922— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Thos. J. L. Smiley, Plaintiff, 
vs. John Willis, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and H. C. Dibble for 
Plaintiff; Garrett W. McEner- 
ny for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil .. 



By complaint— Usurping, un- 
lawfully holding, and exer- 
cising franchise. 



By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 



Superior Court No. 35331— The I SuperiorCourt 
People, etc., upon the relation of San Fran- 
of Thos. J. L. Smiley, Plaintiff, cisco. 
vs. Geo. Walsh, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and H. C. Dibble for 
Plaintiff; Maxwell <fc McEn- 
erny for Defendant. 



Civil.. 



By complaint— Intrusion in ! 
office. ' 



Superior Court No. 35330— The I SuperiorCourt 
People, etc., upon the relation ' of San Fran- 
of Thos. J. L. Smiley, Plaintiff, 
vs. E. F. McKittrick, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, and H. C. Dibble, 
for Plaintiff; Maxwell & McEn- 
erny for Defendant. 




By complaint— Intrusion in 
office. 
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WHEREIN LEAVE HAS BEEN GRANTED TO SUE 
THE PEOPLE. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



Remark*— Bond. 



Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
May 2, 1890. Complaint tiled July 18, 
1890 ; summons issued same day. 



I Office No. 1. 



Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
May 2, 1890. Complaint filed July 18, 
1890 ; summons issued same day. 



Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Oct. 10, 1891. Complaint filed Oct. 10, 
1891. Demurrer ^led Dec. 5, 1891. 
Answer filed Oct 17, 1891. 



Office No. 2. 



Office No. 8. 

Amount of bond. 
$500. Park and 
Ocean Railroad Co., 
San Francisco and 
San Mateo Railroad 
Co., principals; N. 
T. Smith, P. S. 
Douty, sureties. 



Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Nov. 17. 1891. Complaint filed Nov. 17, 
1891. Demurrer filed Jan. 2, 1892. 



Office No. 4. 



Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Dec. 30, 1891. Complaint filed 
Dec. 80, 1891. Demurrer filed Feb. 18, 
1892. 



Office No. 5. 



Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Dec. 30, 1891. Complaint filed 
Dec. 30, 1891. Demurrer filed Feb. 18, 
1892. 



10— A-G 



Office No. 6. 
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Report of attorney-general. 
Attobnsy-Gbkxral's Docket of Civil Casks, whbbxiit Lxavk 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Char- 
acter of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


The People, etc., upon the rela- 
tion or W. McMann, Plaintiff, 
vs. Israel Rolf, Defendant. 
W. F Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, ana J. H. Budd for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil .. 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


Superior Court No. 5048— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of E. W. Foster, Plaintiff, vs. 
James McNassar, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and Johnson, John- 
son & Johnson for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil- 


By complaint — Unlawfully 
holding, intruding into, 
usurping, and exercising 
office and franchise. 


The People, etc.. upon the rela- 
tion of W. W. Jacobs, Plaintiff, 
vs. Victor H. Metcalf et al., 
Defendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and R. M. 
Fitzgerald for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi Alameda 
County. 


Civil.. 


By complaint— To remove ob- 
struction and declare portion 
of 14 tb Street, Oakland, to be 
public highway. 


The People, etc., upon the rela- 
tion of Caroline Bell et al., 
Plaintiffs, vs. Reclamation Dis- 
trict No. 539, Defendant W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 

• 


Civil .. 


By complaint — To dissolve said 
district. 


Superior Court No. 1122— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Alvinza Hay ward, Plaintiff, 
vs. San Francisco and San 
Mateo Railway Company et 
al., Defendants. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and 
Wilson & McCutcheon for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Mateo 
County. 


Civil - 


By complaint— To leave high- 
way unobstructed for public 
use. 


Superior Court No. 38477— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of J. H. Stallard, Plaintiff, vs. 
San Francisco Polyclinic (a 
corporation), Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and Maxwell & McEnerny 
for Plaintiff ; Grant & Cushing 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil.. 


By complaint— For decree va- 
cating the charter of the De- 
fendant corporation. 


Superior Court No. 19049— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Lewis Stanton, Plaintiff, vs. 
Grove L. Bartholemew, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, for Plain- 
tiff; D. P. Hatch, J. W. Swan- 
nick for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil - 


By complaint. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
In Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Bond. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Jan. 22, 1892. Complaint filed Feb. 1, 
1892. Demurrer filed Feb. 13, 1892. 




Office No. 7. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Feb. 20, 1892. Complaint filed Feb. 23, 
1892. Demurrer filed March 3, 1892. 
Demurrer confessed April 22, 1892. 
Answer filed Aug. 22, 1892. Judgment 
for Defendant April 25, 1893. 




Oflace No. 8. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. B. W. Foster, 
principal ; D. W, 
Carmichael, C. J. 

1 Sbiller, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Feb. 27, 1892. Complaint filed March 
12, 1892. 




Office No. 9. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
May 12, 1892. Complaint filed July 9, 
1892. Demurrer filed July 16, 1892. De- 
murrer sustained April 16, 1894. Judg- 
ment for Defendant April 6, 1894, sus- 
taining formation of district. 




Office No. 10. 

Amount of bond, $500. 
Caroline Bell, prin- 
cipal. F. Knipp, T. 
L. Atkinson, F. E. 
Atkinson, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
April 13, 1892. Complaint filed April 
13; 1892. Demurrer filed July 9, 1892. 




Office No. 11. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Oct. 8, 1892. Complaint filed Oct. 13, 
1892. Demurrer filed May 3, 1893. 




Office No. 12. 

Amount of bond, $500. 
J. L. Stallard, prin- 
cipal. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Jan. 30, 1893. Complaint filed 
Feb. 1, 1893. Demurrer filed Feb. 10, 
1893. Demurrer overruled May 15, 1893. 
Answer filed May 24, 1893. Judg- 

* ment for Defendant Feb. 26, 1894. 




Office No. 13. 
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Attobnky-Genkral'8 Docket of Civil Casus, whbbbhi Lxavi 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Aetion. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 



The People, etc- upon the rela- 
tion of John Noe, Plaintiff, vs. 
William Perrot, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Plaintiff. 



Superior Conrt 
of Humboldt 
County. 



Civil .. 



By complaint 



Superior Court No. 5448— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Warren F. Drew, Plaintiff, 
vs. John B. Rodgers, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and C. T. Jones, John- 
son, Johnson & Johnson for 
Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil .. 



By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 



Supreme Court No. 18335— The 
People; etc., upon the relation 
of S. H. Boardman, Plaintiff, 
vs. The Town of Linden, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzeerald, At- 
torney-General, and Louttit, 
Woods & Levinsky for Plain- 
tiff. 



Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 



Civil ~ 



By complaint — Usurping and 
unlawfully exercising the 
franchise of a municipal cor- 
poration. 



Superior Court No. 5625— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of 0. Bernhard, Plaintiff, vs. 
Capital Furniture Co., Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, and A. M. John- 
son for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil .. 



By complaint— Usurp 
and function of a f 
and for a receiver. 



Supreme Court No. 15847— The 
People, etc.. upon the relation 
of John Scnnell, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Sausalito Land and Ferry 
Co., Defendant. W. F. Fitz- 

ferald, Attorney-General, and 
[epburn Wilkins for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Marin Co. 



Civil- 



Bv complaint— To compel De- 
fendant to remove certain 
obstructions, and to enjoin 
Defendant from maintaining 
all other obstructions on 
Water Avenue, and for costs. 



Supreme Court No. 15789— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of E. C. Beasely, Plaintiff, vs. 
Town of Sausalito et al., De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and G. W. 
Towle, Jr., H. C. Campbell for 
Plaintiff; Hepburn Wilkins, 
J. H. pickinson for Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Marin 
County. 



Civil - 



By complaint— To declare said 
town not to be a municipal 
corporation of the 6th class, 
and requiring other Defend- 
ants to show by what right 
they exercise authority as a 
Board of Trustees and clerk 
of said Defendant 



Superior Court No. 272— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Geo. H. Baker, Plaintiff, vs. 
P. H. Clark, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and Dudley, Kelly & Harring- 
ton for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Glenn 
County. 



Civil .. 



By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Bond. 




! 


Office No. 14. 
Amount of bond, 

$250. Complaint not 

filed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved March 13, 1893. Complaint 
filed March 14, 1893. Demurrer filed 
April 10, 1893. Demurrer sustained 
April 29, 1893. Demurrer to amended 
complaint overruled June 9, 1898. 
Answer tiled June 24, 1893. Judgment 
for relator Feb. 12, 1894. Motion for 
new trial made Feb. 28, 1894. 




Office No. 15. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. Warren F. 

Drew, principal; 

Lee Stanley, A. G. 

Johnson, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Juno 17, 1893. Complaint filed July 3, 
1893. Demurrer filed July 26, 1893. De- 
murrer overruled Aug. 8, 1893. Judg- 
ment for Defendant Jan. 8, 1894. 
Notice of appeal filed March 29, 1894. 


Transcript filed April 3, 
1894. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed April 23, 1894. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed May 19, 1894. 
Judgment and order 
reversed, and cause re- 
manded April 5, 1895. 


Office No. 16. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. S. H Board- 
man, principal; C. 
L. Ortman, T. E. 
Ketchum, sureties. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
June 26, 1893. Complaint filed July 3, 
1893. Demurrer filed July 29, 1893. 
Demurrer overruled July 29, 1893. 
Answer filed Dec. 23, 1893. 




Office No. 17. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. C. Bernhard, 
principal ; G. De- 
Iuchy, John S. Kel- 
ton, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
July 1, 1893. Complaint filed July 7, 
1893. Judgment for Defendant March 
1, 1894. Notice of appeal filed July 10, 
1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 21, 
1894. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed Sept. 13, 1894. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed Oct. 13, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's reply brief 
Nov. 12, 1894. Judg- 
ment and order affirm- 
ed April 2, 1895. 


Office No. 18. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. JohnSchnell, 
principal; P. Gret- 
chel, B. Gretchel, 
sureties. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Oct. 6, 1893. Complaint filed Oct. 9, 
1893. Judgment for Defendant Dec. 
12, 1893. Notice of appeal filed April 
26, 1894^ 


Transcript filed June 4, 
1894. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed July 12, 1894. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed Aug. 14, 1894. Ap- 
pellant's reply brief 
filed Aug. 23, 1894. 
Judgment and order 
affirmed March 20, 1895. 


Office No. 19. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. E.C.Beasely, 

principal ; H. C. 

Campbell, M. F. 

Hudson, sureties. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Nov. 23, 1893. Complaint filed Nov. 28, 
1893. Demurrer filed Dec. 8, 1893. De- 
. murrer confessed and amended com- 
plaint filed Jan. 19, 1894. Demurrer 
to amended complaint filed Jan. 29, 
1894. 




Office No. 20. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. A. L. Hart, 
J. T. Harrington, 
sureties. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
Attorney-General's Docket of Civil Cases, wherein Leave 



Title of Cause . 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Char- 
acter of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 6809— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Geo. Peters, Plaintiff, vs. 
J. G. Hite, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and Armstrong <fe Bruner for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil ~ 


By complaint. 


The People, etc., upon the rela- 
tion of 0. E. Vantassel, Plain- 
tiff, vs. H.J. Payne, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and Armstrong & 
Bruner for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Civil .. 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office, and for fine. 


Superior Court No. 2092— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Kobert Smith, Plaintiff, vs. 
J. 8. Swank, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and 8. F. Geil for Plaintiff; C. 
E. Lindsay, Spalsbury & Burke 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Civil.. 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., upon the rela- 
tion of M. V. Loy, Plaintiff, vs. 
Mount Shasta Manufacturing 
Company. Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and P. 0. Chilstrom, T. V. 
Cator for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil - 


By complaint— To exclude De- 
fendant from all corporate 
rights, and that franchise be 
forfeited. 


The People, etc., upon the rela- 
tion of J. T. Austin, Plaintiff, 
vs. Morris Dick, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and D. W. Jenks. G. F. 
Harris for Plaintiff; Jonn E. 
Raker for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
oi Modoc Co. 


Civil.. 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


Supreme Court L. A. No. 103— 
The People, etc., upon the rela- 
tion of Joseph Lind, Plaintiff, 
vs. The City of San Luis 
Obispo, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and Wilcoxon & Bouldin for 
Plaintiff; W. H. Spencer for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Luis 
Obispo Co. 


Civil ~ 


By complaint— Abatement of 
a nuisance. 



Digitized by LjOOQ IC 



REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
has been Granted to Sue in the Nam* of the People— Continued. 



151 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Bond. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Oct. 30, 1893. Complaint filed Nov. 3, 
1893. Answer filed Nov. 6, 1893. Judg- 
ment for Plaintiff Nov. 9, 1893. Notice 
of appeal filed March 10, 1894. 




Office N*o. 21. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. Geo. Peters. 

principal ; Henry 

Schulmeyer, W. A. 

Curtis, sureties. 


Leave to eue granted and bond approved 
Dec. 14, 1893. 




Office No. 22. 

Amount of bond,$500. 
O. E. Van tassel, prin- 
cipal; James Far- 
ris, Charles Robins, 
sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
April 21, 1893. Complaint filed April 
24, 1893. Demurrer filed May 5, 1893. 
Demurrer overruled May 12, 1893. 
Answer filed June 1, 1893. Judgment 
for Defendant May 24, 1894. Motion 
for new trial filed June 14, 1894. 




Office No. 23. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Jan. lL 1894. Complaint filed Jan. 11, 
1894. * Demurrer sustained. Judgment 
for Defendant on demurrer. 

• 


Transcript filed Mav 3, 
1894. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed June 15, 1894. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed Aug. 15, 1894. 
Judgment and order 
affirmed May 22, 1895. 


Office No. 24. 

Amount of bond, $500. 
M. V. Loy, princi- 
pal; W. E. Loy, J. 
A. Johnson, sure- 
ties. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Feb. 2, 1894. Complaint filed Feb. 10, 
1894. Summons issued. Demurrer 
filed Nov. 23, 1894. Demurrer over- 
ruled Nov. 23, 1894. Answer filed Nov. 
26, 1894. Demurrer to answer filed 
Dec. 4, 1894. Amended answer filed 
Dec. 5, 1894. Demurrer to amended 
answer overruled Dec. 5, 1894. Judg- 
ment for Defendant Dec. 6, 1894. No- 
tice of appeal and affidavit of service 
made and filed Nov. 27, 1895. 


Appeal dismissed Sept. 
8, 1896. 

• 


Office No. 25. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. J. T. Austin, 
principal ; L. C. Es- 
tee, J. F. Laird, 
sureties. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Feb. 5, 1894. Complaint filed Feb. 7, 
1894. Summons issued same day. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 17, 1894. Demur- 
rer overruled. Answer filed March 5, 
1894. Judgment for Plaintiff Oct. 20, 
1894. Notice of appeal filed July 13, 
1895. 


Transcript filed Aug. 13, 
1895. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed Oct. 22, 1695. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed Oct. 31, 1895. 


Office No. 26. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. Joseph Lind, 

principal; John D. 

Armstrong, Wm. M. 

Armstrong, sureti's. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

AtTORNBT-GsHSBALE DOCKET OF ClVIL CASES, WHERE I H LEAVE 



Title of Cause. 



, In What Court 
I and County In- 
I stituted. Tried, 
I and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
ot Suit 



Superior Court No. 44673; 8u- 

?reme Court S. F. 133— The 
eople, etc., upon the relation 
of R. L. Ellert, Plaintiff, vs. 
Henry D. Cogswell, Caroline 
E. Cogswell, J. H. Culver, De- 
fendants. W. P. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and Arthur 
Rogers for Plaintiff; Wm. T. 
Baeeett for Cogeswell, L. D. 
McKissick for Culver. 



Superior Court No. 6102— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of P. J. Van Loben Sels, Plain- 
tiff, vs. Reclamation District 
No. 661, Defendant. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and 
Warren Olney, Johnson & 
Johnson for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil.. 



By complaint— To declare 
trust deed mentioned in com- 
plaint a valid deed, and that 
trust thereby created is valid 
public trust, and to enjoin 
Defendants. 



Superior Court Civil, 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Bv complaint — That said De- 
fendant is not and never was 
a corporation, and that it be 
excluded from all corporate 
rights, etc. 



The People, etc., upon the rela- ' Superior Court 
tion of W. R. McQuiddy, Plain- , of Kings Co. 
tiff, vs. Geo. W. Randall, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and Dixon i 
L. Phillips for Plaintiff ; A. 
Yell for Defendant. 



Civil .. 



Superior Court No. 1670— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Joseph Brunine and J. H. 
Gardiner, Plaintiff, vs. Town 
of Rio Vista, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Att'y-General, and 
J. M. Gregory for Plaintiff. 
Geo. A. Lamont for Defendant. 



By complaint— Usurpation of 

office. 



Superior Courti Civil 
of Solano Co. 



.; By complaint— That said town 

! has no legal existence, and 

that it be excluded from all 

' corporate rights, privileges, 

I and franchise. 



Superior Court No. 6289— The 
People, etc., upon the inf oyna- 
tion of W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, Plaintiff, vs. Frank De 
Bald, Nancy J. Curtis, Rebecca 
Thisby, Robert Thisby, Geo. 
Thisby, Wm. Thisby, L. C. 
Thisby, and Reclamation Dis- 
trict No. 136, Defendants. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and W. A. Gett, Jr., for 
Plaintiff ; Hiram W. Johnson 
for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil.. 



By complaint— To deny said 
Defendants all rights to use 
any franchise or functions 
of a corporation, and for costs. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 



Remarks— Bond. 



Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
March 5, 1884. Complaint filed March 
5, 1894. Demurrer of Coggswell filed 
March 26, 1894. Demurrer of Culver 
filed March 28, 1894. Demurrers over- 
ruled May 26, 1894. Answer and cross- 
complaint of Defendants Coggswell 
filed June 8, 1894. Answer of J. H. 
Culver filed June 18, 1894. Judgment 
for Plaintiff March 18, 1895. Notice of 
appeal filed May 16, 1895. 



Transcript filed May 22, 
1895. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed June 28, 1895. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed Aug. 3, 1896. 
Judgment and order 
affirmed June 4, 1896. 



Office No. 27. 



Closed. 



Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
May 15, 1894. Complaint filed May 17, 
1894. Demurrer filed May 29, 1894. 
Demurrer overruled Sept. 21, 1894. 
Answer filed Sept. 24, 1894. Judgment 
for Defendant April 5, 1895. Motion 
for new trial made May 10, 1895 ; denied 
Nov. 8, 1895. 



Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Aug. 11, 1894. Complaint filed Aug. 
14, 1894. Summons issued same day. 
Demurrer filed Aug. 24, 1894. Demur- 
rer sustained Nov. 20, 1894. Judgment 
for Defendant Nov. 20, 1894. 



Office No. 28. 
Amount of 
$500. 



bond, 



Office No. 29. 




Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Aug. 14, 1894. Complaint filed Aug. 
16, 1894. Demurrer filed Sept. 5, 1894. 
Answer filed Oct. 12, 1894. Dismissed 
on motion of relator. 



Office No. 30. 
Dismissed on 
tion of relator. 



Closed. 



Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Oct. 20, 1894. Complaint filed Oct. 23, 
1894. Demurrer filed Nov. 10, 1894. 
Demurrer overruled Jan. 25, 1895. 
Answer filed March 2, 1895. Judgment 
for Plaintiff June 26, 1895. Notice of 
appeal filed April 20, 1896. 



Transcript filed July, 
1896. 



Office No. 31. , 
Amount of bond,$500. 

, principal. 

C. W. Clarke, W7 A. 

Gett, Jr., sureties. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
Attobney-General's Docket of Civil Gases, wherein Lea ye 



. Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Char- 
acter of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 48796— The 
.People, etc., upon the informa- 
tion of W.H.H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and relation of J. 
Downey Harvey, Plaintiff, vs. 
The City Grading Company (a 
corporation), Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and Stanley, Hayes, Mc- 
Enerny & Bradley for Plain- 
tiff: Geo. Leviston for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil.. 


By complaintr-To forfeit fran- 
chise, and for costs. 


Superior Court No. 10447— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Herman Richter, Plaintiff, 
vs. P. N. Remillard, etc., De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General,and Jackson 
Hatch, J. R. Patten for Plain- 
tiff ; L. Archer, Nicholas Bow- 
den for Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Santa 
Clara Co. 


Civil.. 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
franchise. 


Superior Court No. 48983; Su- 
preme Court, 8. F. 276— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of R. H. Warfield, Plaintiff, vs. 
Sutter Street Railway Com- 
pany, Defendant. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and 
Freeman & Bates for Plain- 
tiff; Naphtaly, Freidenrich & 
Acker man for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 

• 


Civil .. 


By complaint— To forfeit fran- 
chise. 


Superior Court No. 6369— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Rebecca Thisby, Plaintiff, vs. 
Reclamation District No. 556, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and John- 
son <& Johnson for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil.. 


By complaint— To dissolve 
said district. 


The People, etc., upon the re- 
lation of D. Q. Troy and 
E. P. Barrett, Plaintiff, vs. 
C. A. Murdock and F. J. 
Symmes, Defendants. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and Henly, Diamond & Cos- 
tello for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil- 


By complaint— For usurpation 
of office of School Directors, 
and for fine. 


Superior Court No. 49427— The 
People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of S. E. Slade. Plaintiff, 
vs. Wood, Slade <s Thayer 
Lumber Co. alias The S. E. 
Slade Lumber Co.; E. K. 
Wood, C. A. Thayer, F. J. Wood, 
0. M. Kellog, the Directors 
thereof, Defendants. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and J. R. Aitken for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil .. 


By complaint — To dissolve 
corporation. 
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Stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Bond. 


Leave to sne granted and bond approved 
Nov. 9, 1894. Complaint filed Nov. 10, 
1894., Demurrer tiled Nov. 30, 1894. 
Demurrer overruled Dec. 12. 1894. 
Answer filed Jan. 4, 1895. Nonsuit 
granted April 29, 1896. Judgment for 
Defendant for costs amounting to $9 
April 29, 1896. 




Office No. 32. 

Amount of bond,$500. 
J. Downey Harvey, 
principal. James 
H. O'Brien, Edward 
Malley, sureties. 


Leave to sne granted and bond approved 
Nov. 9, 1894. Complaint filed Nov. 10, 
1894. Demurrer filed Dec. 1, 1894. De- 
murrer overruled Dec. 21, 1894. Answer 
filed Jan. 15, 1895. Judgment for 
Plaintiff Feb. 12, 1895. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Feb. 20, 189a 




Office No. 33. 

Amountof bond,$500. 
Herman Richter, 
principal. Valen- 
tine Koch, Henry 
Dreishmeyer, sure- 
ties. 


Leave to sne granted and bond approved 
Nov. 27, 1894. Complaint filed Nov. 27, 
1894. Demurrer filed Jan. 3, 1895. An- 
swer filed A pril 24, 1895. Judgment for 
Plaintiff June 26, 1895; forfeiting 
franchise and fining Defendant $5,000. 
Notice of appeal filed Aug. 27, 1895. 


Transcript filed Oct. 8, 
1895. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed Nov. 7, 1895. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed Dec. 4, 1895. Ap- 
pellant's reply brief 
filed Jan. 20, 1896. 


Office No. 34. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. R. H. War- 
field, principal ; A. 
8. Baldwin, F. W. 
Dohrman, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Dec. 12, 1894. Complaint filed Dec. 15, 
1894. Demurrer filed Jan. 2, 1895. De- 
murrer overruled Feb. 23, 1895. Answer 
filed March 13, 1895. Judgment for De- 
fendant Jan. 17, 1896. Motion for new 
trial Feb. 26, 1896. 




Office No. 35. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. Rebecca Tbis- 
by, principal ; 8. S. 
Natnan, Henry 
Hebb, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Dec. 15, 1894. Complaint filed Dec. 15, 
1894. Judgment for Defendants Dec. 
18, 1894. 




Office No. 36. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. Daniel Q.Troy, 
Emmett P. Barrett, 
principals ; J. G. 
Fitzgerald, J. A. 
Sullivan, sureties. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Jan. 3, 1895. Complaint filed Jan. 7, 
1895. Judgment of dismissal at re- 
quest of Plaintiff Jan. 10, 1895. 




Office No. 37. 
Amount of bond, 
$500. 8. E. Slade, 
principal : F. N. 
Clark, W. C. Bart- 
lett, sureties. 

Closed. 
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Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
ATTORVKT-GStfXliAL'S DOCKXT OF ClVIL CA8K8, WHXRBIM LSAVB | 



The People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of John Burr, Plaintiff, 
vs. John C. Cline, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, ana D. P. Hatch, 
Allen & Flint for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Superior Court No. 8571 — The 
People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of A. H. Sweet, Plain- 
tiff, vs. M. L. Ward, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, and E. w. Britt 
for Plaintiff. 



The People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of William Beckman, 
Plaintiff, vs. H. M. La Rue, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzeerald, At- 
torney-General, and W. A. An- 
derson, A. L. Hart for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County, 



Civil - 



Civil .. 



Civil . 



By complaint — That Court 
decree that Defendant John 
C. Cline is not entitled to 
said office of Sheriff, and 
that he be ousted therefrom ; 
that said John Burr is en- 
titled to said office and 
that he be put in possession 
thereof; and for a fine of 
$5,000 against said Defendant 
for usurping, intruding into, 
and unlawfully holding said 
office ; and for costs. 



By complaint— For judgment 
against Defendant declaring 
that he is not entitled to the 
office of District Attorney of 
said county ; that he be oust- 
ed therefrom; that the said 
A. H. Sweet is entitled to 
said office, the possession and 
emoluments of the same; 
for costs and other relief. 



By complaint— For judgment 
that Defendant La Rue is not 
entitled to the office of Rail- 
road Commissioner of the 
First District: that said Beck- 
man is entitled thereto, and 
emoluments thereof, and for 
costs. 



I 
Supreme Court, S. F., No. 56— i Superior Court 
The People, etc., upon the I of San Fran- 
relation of Stewart Menzies, I cisco. 
Plaintiff, vs. Moses A. Gunst, ! 
Defendant W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and Clem- , 
ent, Cline, Cannon & Stradley, I 
for Plaintiff. I 




By complaint— For judgment 
as follows : That the relator, 
Stewart Menzies, is lawfully 
and of right entitled to the 
said office of member of the 
Board of Police Commission- 
ers of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and that said 
Defendant is not entitled to 
the same, but has usurped 
and unlawfully holds and 
exercises the same ; for dam- 
ages in the sum of $5,000 ; for 
further relief, and for costs. 



Superior Court No. 1309— The 
People, etc., in the matter of 
the Estate of J. C. Merrifield, 
deceased, Plaintiff. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and 
Alva Udel for Petitioner ; Joel 
A. Harvey for Administrator. 



Superior Court 
of Solano Co. 



Civil - 



By petition— For final settle- 
ment and distribution of said 
estate. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
In Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Bond. 






Office No. 38. 
Complaint not filed. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approv- 
ed Jan. 16, 1895. Complaint filed Jan. 
22, 1895. Answer filed Feb. 12, 1895. 
Judgment for plaintiff Feb. 23, 1895. 
Notice of appeal filed Feb. 25, 1895. 


Transcript filed March 
5, 1895. Brief of Ap- 
pellant filed March 9, 
1895. Brief of Respond- 
ent filed April 8, 1895. 
Appellant's reply brief 
fifed April 10, 1895. 
Judgment and order 
affirmed May 6, 1895. 


Office No. 39. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. A. H. Sweet, 

principal ; C. Q. 

Stanton, F. R. 

Strong, sureties. 

Closed. 


X^eave to sue granted and bond approved 
Jan. 21, 1895. Complaint filed Jan. 21, 
1895. Action dismissed Feb. 5, 1895. 




Office No. 4a 

Amount of bond, $500. 
William Beckman r 
principal; J. L. Hun- 
toon, George W. Lo- 
renz, sureties. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Jan. 22, 1895. Complaint filed Jan. 22, 
1895. Answer filed Jan. 31, 1895. Judg- 
ment for Defendant March 21, 1895. 
Notice of appeal filed March 22, 1895. 


Transcript filed March 
25, 1895. Brief of Ap- 
pellant filed May 13, 
1895. Brief of Respond- 
ent filed July 12, 1895. 
Appellant's reply brief 
Aug. 5, 1895. Judg- 
ment appealed from 
affirmed Dec. 16, 1895. 
Petition for rehearing 
filed Dec. 28, 1895. Re- 
hearing denied Jan. 16, 
1896. 


Office No. 41. 
Closed. 


Alva Udell appointed to represent the 
State Feb. 8, 1895. Petition for partial 
distribution filed Aug. 20, 1895. De- 
murrer to petition filed July 1, 1895. 
Demurrer overruled July 1. 1895. An- 
swer to petition filed Feb. 11, 1895. 
Answer to petition of James Stanley 
for partial distribution filed July 1, 
1895. Said answer stricken out July 
1, 1895. Order partial distribution 
made July 1, 1895. Motion to vacate 
order filed July 1, 1895. Notice of ap- 
peal given July 1, 1895. 




Office No. 42. 
Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL, 
Attobeet-General's Docket or Civil Casus, wherein Leave 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 



Superior Court No. 22808— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of ll P. Hanson, Plaintiff, vs. 
Southern Pacific Company (a 
corporation), J.- A. Muir, John 
Doe, Richard Roe, Sam Doe, 
and Sam Roe, Defendants. 
W. P. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and Knight, Simpson 
& Harphani for Plaintiff; 
Bicknell & Trask for Defend- 
ants. 



Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Civil.. 



By complaint— For judgment 
declaring that the saia fran- 
chise claimed by Defendant 
is illegal, null, and void ; that 
all the proceedings relating 
thereto be set aside ; that the 
Defendants, and each of 
them, their agents, servants, 
and employes may be re- 
strained" and enjoined from 
constructing, maintaining, or 
operating any steam railroad 
across, in, or upon said Depot 
{Street, Broadway Street, or 
Frosts Court, in the City of 
Pasadena, until said Defend- 
ants, or some of them, shall 
obtain some lawful right or 
authority therefor; and for 
such other, further, and dif- 
ferent relief as this Court 
may seem meet and proper. 



Superior Court No. 61— The Peo- 

Sle, etc., upon the relation of 
aniel Stalker, Plaintiff, vs. 
H. F. Musser, Defendant. W. 
F. Fitzgerald, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and D. W. Virgin, Arm- 
strong & Bruner for Plaintiff ; 
Woodburn & McGowan for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
oi Alpine Co. 



Civil- 



By complaint— For judgment 
that the Defendant show by 
what warrant or right he 
holds said office of Sheriff of 
said county; that he be ex- 
cluded from the office of 
Sheriff of said county ; that 
judgment be rendered that 
Plaintiff is entitled to said 
office ; and for a fine of $5,000, 
and for costs. 



Superior Court No. 62— The Peo- 
ple, etc., upon the relation of 
James A. Stuard, Plaintiff, vs. 
J. E. Mayo, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and D. W. Virgin for Plaintiff ; 
Woodburn & McGowan for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Alpine Co. 



Civil.. 



By complaint— For judgment 
that the Defendant show by 
what warrant or right he 
holds said office of Assessor 
of said county; that he be 
excluded therefrom ; that 
judgment be rendered that 
the said James A. Stuard be 
entitled to office ; and for a 
fine of $5,000 and costs. 



Superior Court No. 50432— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Henry C. Gesford, Plaintiff, 
vs. M. R. Higgins, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, ana Garrett W. Mc- 
Enerny for Plaintiff; R. B. 
Carpenter and John M. Wright 
for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil. 



By complaint— For judgment 
that relator, Henry C. Ges- 
ford, is entitled to office 
of Insurance Commissioner ; 
that Defendant, M. R. Hig- 
gins, is not entitled to said 
office ; that Relator be put in 
possession thereof ; for a fine 
of $5,000 and costs. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Bond. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Feb. 15, 1895. Complaint filed Feb. 15, 
1895. Demurrer filed Feb. 21, 1895. 
Demurrer sustained March 22, 1895. 
Judgment for Defendant March 26, 
1895. 


^ 


Office No. 43. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. L. P. Hanson, 

principal ; L. F. 

Scott,!. B. Newton, 

sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Feb. 25, 1895. Complaint filed March 
8, 1895. Answer filed March 20, 1895. 
Judgment for Plaintiff Dec. 24, 1895. 
Motion for a new trial made Jan. 6, 
1896. 




Office No. 44. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. Daniel Stalker, 

principal ; J. C. 

Hennmgsen, John 

Ellis, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
March 22, 1895. Complaint filed March 
25, 1895. Answer filed April 1, 1895. 
Judgment Dec. 30, 1895 ; that the vote 
cast for the office of Assessor, each of 
the parties hereto having been a can- 
didate for said office, was a tie vote. 




Office No. 45. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. Jas.A.Stuard, 
principal; Geo. W. 
Gallanar, Lyman D. 
Barber, sureties. 
Jan. 6, 1896, case 
closed by stipula- 
tion, Eespondent 
resigning, and rela- 
tor succeeding to 
the office of Assess- 
or by appointment. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 4, 1895. Complaint filed 
April 4, 1895. Demurrer filed April 16, 

1895. Demurrer sustained Jan. 16, 1896. 
Amendment to second count of com- 
plaint filed Jan. 17, 1896. Motion to 
strike out amendment denied Feb. 17, 

1896. Defendant appeared in open 
Court and entered oral plea of not 
guilty Feb. 20, 1896. Upon applica- 
tion of Plaintiff, Defendant's default 
entered Feb. 25, 1896. Plaintiff applied 
to Supreme Court for peremptory 
writ of mandate to compel Judge of 
Superior Court to enter judgment in 
favor of Plaintiff Feb. 26, 1896. 


Digits 


Office No. 46. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. Henry C.Ges- 

ford, principal : Jas. 

H. O'Brien, L. C. 

Breese, sureties. 

:edbyC 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Attorkby-Gmbral's Docket or Civil Casks, whkrkin Lbavs 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char 
alter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 11044; Su- 
preme Court 8. F. 420— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of R. A. Hughes and W. N. 
Miller, Plaintiffs, vs. John L. 
Davie, J. K. Piersol, Arthur 
R. Wilson, and City of Oak- 
land (a corporation), Defend- 
ants. W. F. Fitzeerald, Attor- 
ney-General, and George E. 
De Golia for Plaintiffs ; J. K. 
Piersol, Reed & Nusbaumer 
for Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 



I 



Civil— By complaint— For judgment 
that Defendants, John L. 
Davie, J. K. Piersol, and 
Arthur R. Wilson, are not 
or either of them, entitled 
to said office of Commis- 
sioner of the Department of 
Public Works of the City of 
Oakland ; that Plaintiffs, W. 
N. Miller and R. A. Hughes, 
are entitled to office until the 
expiration of the term for 
which each was appointed; 
that each be put into office ; 
that each have his costs. 



The People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, Plaintiff, vs. 
H. H. Weineke, Bryant How- 
ard, James McCoy, and O. 8. 
Witherbv, Defendants. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and A. H. Sweet for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Civil - 



By complaint— To recover cer- 
tain moneys alleged to be 
due the County of San Diego 
from said H. H. Weineke. 



I 



Superior Court No. 1805— The 
People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of Wesley Boling, Plain- 
tiff, vs. James Daly, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, AttV-Gen- 
eral, and Orestes Orr. Barnes 
& Selby for Plaintiff; To- 
land & Andrews for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Ventura 
County. 



Civil _ 



By complaint— For judgment 
that said Defendant is not 
entitled to said office of Jus- 
tice of the Peace ; that he be 
ousted therefrom ; that Plain- 
tiff is entitled to said office, 
and that he be put in posses- 
sion thereof, and for costs. 



Superior Court No. 23493— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of L. W. Wells, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Far West Oil Company et 
al., Defendants. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and 
Anderson & Anderson for 
Plaintiff; C. McFarland et al. 
for Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Civil. 



By complaint— For injunction 
and restraining order re- 
straining Defendants from 
constructing or maintaining 
or permitting to be con- 
structed oil pipe-lines, cables, 
derricks, oil tanks, and from 
depositing in such public 
streets or alleys any oil, 
asphaltum, sledge, or other 
debris ; from making or gen- 
erating any gases, smoke, 
fumes, soot, or noisome 
smells; from storing or ac- 
cumulating oil, crude oil, 
petroleum, asphaltum, or 
sledge, or stagnant water; 
from operating: any machin- 
ery, pounding, hammering, or 
drilling, blowing any whistle, 
or letting off steam, etc.; that 
injunction be made perpetual,, 
and costs. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court 


Remarks— Bond. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 6, 1895. Complaint filed 
April 17, 1896. Demurrer filed April 
24, 1896. Demurrer sustained July 1, 
1896. Judgment for Defendants Feb. 
13, 1896. Notice of appeal filed Feb. 
17,1896. 


Transcript filed Feb. 21, 
1896. Brief of Appel- 
lants filed March 7, 
1896. Brief of Re- 
spondents filed March 
16,17,1896. Appellants' 
reply brief nled July 
1, 1896. Cause argued 
and submitted Aug. 
18, 1896. 


Office No. 47. 

Amount of bond. 
$600. W. N. Miller, 
R. A. Hughes. Prin- 
cipals; Joe Rosen- 
burg, J . N. Bon ham, 
sureties. 


Leave to sue granted May 10, 1896. 




Office No. 48. 
Complaint not filed. 







Closed. 


Leave to sue granted May 17, 1895, and 
bond approved May 27, 1895. Com- 
plaint nled May 23, 1895; summons 
served same day. Demurrer filed June 
5, 1895. Demurrer overruled June 22, 
1895. Answer filed Julv 1,1895. Judg- 
ment for Relator Oct. 10, 1895. Notice 
of motion for new trial Oct. 19, 1895. 




Office No. 49. 

Amount of bonds, 
|500. Wesley Bol- 
ing, principal: Leon 
Cerf|J.R.Willough- 
by, sureties. • 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
June 6, 1896. Complaint filed June 15, 

1895. Demurrers filed July 3, 5, 13, 15, 

1896. Demurrers overruled July 27, 
1896. Answers filed July 15, Aug. 2, 6, 
7, 9, 13, 15, 17, 19, Sept. 3, 6, 26, Oct. 2, 23, 
Nov. 6, 1895. Notice for preliminary 
injunction denied July 27, 1895. 




Office No. 50. 

Amount of bond, 
1300. L. W. Wells, 
principal; J. Cross, 
J. T. Sheward, A. 
McFarland, Fred. 
Eaton, sureties. 

• 



11— A-G 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
Attornet-Gbnxral's Docket or Civil Casks, whxreik Lrave 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Char- 
acter of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 51304— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of A. L. Morganstern, Plaintiff, 
vs. A. A. Watson, Defendant 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and John H. Dickin- 
son for Plaintiff; Henry £. 
Highton for Defendant.' 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil - 


By complaint— For judgment 
that Defendant is not entitled 
to said office; that he be 
ousted therefrom ; that Plain- 
tiff is entitled to said office, 
and he be admitted thereto, 
and for costs. 


Superior Court No. 24973— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of the County of Los Angeles, 
Plaintiff, vs. Kedondo Railway 
Company, and Board of Di- 
rectors of said company, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and J. A. 
Donnell, District Attorney, for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi Los An- 
geles County. 


Civil.. 


By complain t— For in j unc tion , 
etc. 


Superior Court No 61570— The 
People, etc.. upon the -relation 
of D. Hoffman, Plaintiff, vs. 
Market Street Railway Com- 
pany (a corporation), Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzeerald, Attor- 
ney-General, ana A. r. Van 
Duzer for Plaintiff; J. E. 
Foulds for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil .- 


By complaint — To declare 
illegal a certain purported 
franchise for a street railway, 
etc., on Church Street, Ridley 
Street, and other streets in 
said city and county; for a 
restraining order ; for a per- 
petual injunction, and for 
costs. 


The People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of J. G. Crichton, 
Plaintiff, vs. Frederick Young, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and J. W. 
Turner for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 


Civil.. 


By complaint— For judgment 
that Defendant is not entitled 
to said office, and that he be 
ousted therefrom, and that 
Plaintiff is entitled to said 
office, and that he be admitted 
to the same, and to all the 
emoluments thereof. 


The People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of John Landers, Plain- 
tiff, vs. Sunset Irrigation Dis- 
trict, and J. W. King, C. S. 
Gampbell, E. F. Mitchell, M. 
McWhorter, W. G. Scott, De- 
fendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and Allen 
& McAllister, J. W. Bourdette 
for Plaintiff. J. A. Waymire 
for Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno 
County. 


Civil .. 


By complaint — To dissolve 
said irrigation district. 


Superior Court No. 946, Probate- 
In the matter of the estate of 
Catalina Reynolds, deceased, 
The People of the State of 
California, Contestant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and Allen & Flint for Contest- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Civil .. 


By complain t— That said alleg- 
ed and pretended will be de- 
clared null and void, and that 
probate of same be denied; 
that the estate of said dece- 
dent be adjudged an escheat 
to the State of California, and 
for costs. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Bond. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
June 6, 1895. Complaint filed June 15, 
1805. Demurrer filed July 3, 1895. De- 
murrer overruled July 22, 1895. An- 
swer filed Aug. 16, 1895. Judgment for 
Plaintiff Feb. 10, 1896. 




Office No. 51. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. A.L.Morgan- 
stern, principal ; 
A. W. Morganstern, 
Frank Miller, sure- 
ties. 


Complaint filed Jan. 14, 1896. 




Office No. 52. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
July 13, 1895. Complaint filed July 13, 
1895. Demurrer filed Aug. 25, 1895. 
Demurrer sustained Sept. 20, 1895. 
Amended complaint filed Nov. 6, 1895. 
Answer filed Nov. 13, 1895. 




Office No. 53. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. D. Hoffman, 
principal ; B. Cochi, 
A. R. Gunnison, 
sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
July 16, 1895. 




Office No. 54. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. J. G. Crich- 
ton, principal ; C. 
B. Whitman, sure- 
ty. Complaint not 
filed. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
July 27, 1895. Complaint filed July 31, 
1895. Demurrer filed Sept. 14, 1895. 




Office No. 55. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. John Land- 
ers, principal; Wm. 
Alvord, Thomas 
Brown, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted Aug. 5, 1895, and 
bond approved. Petition filed Feb. 19, 
1895. Demurrer filed March 18, 1895. 
Demurrer sustained June 17, 1895. 
Answer filed June 6, 1896. Will ad- 
mitted to probate July 15, 1896. 




Office No. 56. 



Digitized by LjOOQ IC 



164 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
Attornky-Genbral's Docket of Civil Casks, wherein Lxavx 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Char- 
acter of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


Superior Court No. 11410— The 
People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of J. M. Selfridge, Plain- 
tiff, vs. Ward M. Beckwith, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and Thos. C. 
Huxley for Plaintiff. Fitzger- 
ald & Abbott, W. A. Dow for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil - 


By complaint— That said De- 
fendant is not entitled to 
office of member of Board of 
Health of said City of Oak- 
land, and that he be exclud- 
ed and ousted therefrom; 
that said J. M. Selfridge is 
entitled to said office, and 
that he be let into and re- 
cover possession of said office, 
together with costs and other 
relief. 


Superior Court No. 16084, Pro- 
bate—In the matter of the 
estate of Patrick Moran, The 
People of the State of Califor- 
nia Contestant. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and 
W. F. Williamson for Con- 
testant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil .. 


By information— To escheat 
the estate of said Patrick 
Moran to the State of Cali- 
fornia. 


Superior Court No. 1872— The 
People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of Wm. P. Colvard, 
Plaintiff, vs. The Ojai Union 
High School District, Defend- 
ant. W. F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, and Orestes Orr 
for Plaintiff; Blackstock & 
Ewing for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Ventura 
County. 


Civil .. 


By complaint— To forfeit fran- 
chise. 


Superior Court No. 4038— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Ernest Seawell, District At- 
torney of Sonoma County, 
Plaintiff, vs. E. F. Woodward, 
County Treasurer of Sonoma 
County, Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and Ernest Seawell, District 
Attorney, for Plaintiff; A. B. 
Ware, Thomas Rutledge for 
Defendant 


Superior Court 
oi Sonoma 
County. 


Civil .. 


By complaint and petition— 
For writ of mandate com- 
manding the Respondent to 
deliver over, show, and ex- 
hibit a balance of $79,900 50, 
public moneys received into 
Lis possession and keeping 
as Treasurer of Sonoma 
County. 


Superior Court No. 52746; Su- 
preme Court S. F. 396— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Dennis Spencer, Plaintiff, 
vs. Geo. A. Knight, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, for Plaintiff ; Denson 
& De Haven for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil .. 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office, and a fine of $5,000, and 
costs of suit. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Conrt Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
In Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Bond. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Aug. 1, 1895. Complaint filed Aug. 8, 
1806. Demurrer filed Sept. 2, 1895. De- 
murrer overruled Oct. 14. 1895. An- 
swer filed Nov. 26. 1995. July 31, 1896, 
opinion of Court handed down, hold- 
ing that Defendant at date of appoint- 
ment was a qualified elector of the 
City of Oakland, and that there was 
no vacancy in said office at date of 
appointment of Relator. 




Office No. 57. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. J. M. Self- 
ridge, principal ; I. 
C. Cozhead, S. M. 
Gilman, sureties. 


■ 
Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Oct. 15, 1895. Information filed Oct. 
15, 1895. Demurrer filed and sustained. 
Amended information filed. 




Office No. 68. 
Amount of bond, $500. 
W. F. Williamson, 

principal ; J. C. 

Keedj C. A. Warren, 

sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Oct. 17, 1895. Complaint filed Oct. 22, 
1895. 'Answer filed Oct. 29, 1895. Judg- 
ment for Plaintiff Nov. 14, 1895. 




Office No. 69. 
Amountof bond, $500. 
Wm. P. Colvard, 

principal ; J. D. 

Goodyear, A. G. 

Poplin, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted Nov. 8, 1895. Peti- 
tion for writ of mandate filed Nov. 12, 
1895. Writ issued Nov. 12, 1895. De- 
murrer filed Nov. 22, 1895. Answer 
filed Nov. 22, 1896. Demurrer to an- 
swer filed Nov. 26, 1895. Demurrer 
overruled Dec. 7, 1895. Judgment for 
Respondent, dismissing proceedings 
Jan. 10, 1896. 




Office No. 60. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted (by direction of 
Governor) and bond approved Oct. 26, 
1895. Complaint filed Oct 28, 1895. 
Demurrer hied Nov. 8, 1895. Answer 
filed Dec. 5, 1895. Demurrer overruled 
Dec. 16, 1895. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Dec. 16, 1895. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 23, 1895. 


Transcript filed Jan. 27, 
1896. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed Feb. 27, 1»96. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed July 10, 1896. Re- 
ply brief of Appellant 
Aug. 8, 1896. Ordered 
cause submitted to 
Court in Bank on briefs 
on file Aug. 11, 1896. 


Office No. 61. 

Amount of bond, $500. 
Dennis Spencer, 
principal: J. H. 
O'Brien, C. A. War- 
ren, sureties. 
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ATTORNZY-GXXrBBAIt'B DOCKET OF ClVIL CASES, WHEREIN LXAVI 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



Superior Court No. 15354, Pro- 
bate — In the matter of the es- 
tate of Matthew Hayes. The 
People, etc., Contestant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General 
and Beverly L. Hodghead for 
Contestant ; J. J. Dyer, Roth- 
child & Ach for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil - 


By complaint — Information to 
escheat tbe estate of Matthew 
Hayes to the State of Cali- 
fornia. 


Supreme Court 19507— The Peo- 
ple, etc., upon the information 
of W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, Plaintiff, vs. Francisco 
Jesurum and the Main Street 
and Agricultural Park Rail- 
road Company, Defendants. W. 
F. Fitzgerala, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and C. McFarland for 
Plaintiff ; White & Monroe for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil.. 


Bv complaint— Forfeiture of 
franchise. 


The People, etc., upon the rela- 
tion of A. A. Oglesby, District 
Attorney of Santa Barbara Co., 
Plaintiff, vs. The City of Santa 
Barbara (a municipal corpora- 
tion), Defendant. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and 
A. A. Oglesby, District Att'y, 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 


Civil - 


By complaint— To abate a 
nuisance ; that Defendant be 
perpetually enjoined from 
maintaining said nuisance 
and from obstructing said 
Mission Street, and for costs. 


Superior Court No. 53148; Su- 
preme Court S. F. 413— The 
People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of Charles S. Young, 
Plaintiff, vs. Madison Babcock, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and M. M. 
Estee, C. W. Cross, J. A. Watt 
for Plaintiff ; Rodgers & Pater- 
son for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil .. 


By complaint— That Defend- 
ant, Madison Babcock, is not 
entitled to office of Superin- 
tendent of Schools, and that 
he be ousted therefrom, and 
for costs. 


Superior Court No. 919, Probate- 
In the matter of the Estate of 
Norman McKinsey, deceased, 
People of the State of Cali- 
fornia, Contestant. W. F. Fitz- 
gerald, Attorney-General, and 
Otto C. Gregor for Contestant. 


Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 


Civil .. 


By information— To escheat 
the estate of Norman Mc- 
Kinsey to the State of Cali- 
fornia. 


Superior Court No. 53802— The 
People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of D. L. Westover, Plain- 
tiff, vs. Market Street Railway 
Company et al., Defendants. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and Freeman & Bates 
for Plaintiff ; J. E. Foulds for 
Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil .. 


By petition— That Defendants 
be adjudged to usurp and 
exercise a franchise, and that 
all rights of Defendants be 
declared forfeited and at an 
end, etc.; and general relief. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks—Bond. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Nov. 4, 18967 Information filed Nov. 4, 
1805. 




Office No. 62. 

Amount of bond,$500. 
Beverly L. Hodg- 
head, principal; 
Pacific 8urety Co. 
W. Everson, presi- 
dent, surety. 


Complaint filed Feb. 1, 1893. Demurrer 
filed Feb. 10, 1893. Demurrer overruled 
April 24, 1893. Answer filed May 2, 
1883. Amended answer filed Nov. 13, 
1893. Judgment for Defendants March 
2, 1894. Notice of appeal filed May 4, 
1894. 


Transcript filed June 8, 
1894. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed July 6, 1894. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed July 25, 1&4. Ad- 
peal dismissed Feb. 20, 
1896. 


Office No. 63. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Feb. 26, 1896. Complaint tiled Feb. 29, 
1896. 


• 


Office No. 64. 

Amount of bond, $500. 
A. A. Oglesby, prin- 
cipal: J. S. Johns- 
ton, J. C. Hammer, 
W. M. Eddy, E. 
Robinson, C . Tinker, 
sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Nov. 27, 1895. Complaint filed Nov. 29, 
1895. Demurrer filed Dec. 9, 1895. De- 
murrer sustained Jan. 10, 1896. Judg- 
ment for Defendant Jan. 10, 1896. No- 
tice of appeal filed Jan. 17, 1896. 


Transcript filed Feb. 18, 
1896. Brief of Appel- 
lant filed March 18, 
1896. Brief of Respond- 
ent filed April 21, 1896. 
Brief of Respondent 
filed April 22, 1806. Ap- 
pellant's reply brief 
filed April 28, 1896. 
Cause submitted May 
18, 1896. 


Office No. 65. 

Amount of bond,$500. 
Chas. S. Young, 
principal ; Max 
Brook, RT.Brodek, 
sureties. 


Amended opposition to probate of will 
filed Dec. 13, 1895. Demurrer filed Dec. 
17, 1895. Demurrer sustained Jan. 20, 
1896. Will admitted to probate Jan. 
25, 1886. 




Office No. 66. 

Amount of bond,$500. 
Otto C. Gregor, prin- 
cipal; S. A. Camp- 
bell, Geo. M. Com- 
mick, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
Jan. 22, 1896. Complaint filed Jan. 22, 
1896. Demurrer filed March 5, 1896. 
Demurrer overruled March 13, 1896. 
Answer filed April 1, 1896. 




Office No. 67. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. D.L.Westover, 

principal; Geo. A. 

Rankin, F. W. M. 

Lange, sureties. 
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Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Char- 
acter of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 



Superior Court No. 25846— The Superior Court 1 Civil. 
People, etc., upon the relation of Los Ange- i 
of N. G. Ledgerwood, Plaintiff, I les County, 
vs. The City of Los Angeles, I 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, ! 
Attorney-General, and F. . A. ■ 
Cattern, J. W. Mitchell, G. 
A. Adams, F. M. Paxter for 
Plaintiff. 



By complaint— For judgment 
that the Defendant, the City 
of Los Angeles, he excluded 
from all corporate rights, 
privileges, franchises within 
such territory attempted 
and pretended to have been 
annexed, and for costs of suit. 



The People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of Cramer B. Morris, 
Plaintiff, vs. James B. Frith, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and C. C. 
Haskell for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 



Civil - 



By complaint— Plaintiff prays 
that said Defendant be re- 
quired to show by what war- 
rant or authority he holds 
said office, and demands 
judgment that the Defendant 
is not entitled to said office, 
and that he be ousted there- 
from, and for $5,000 fine, and 
for costs of suit. 



Superior Court No. 25738— The 
People, etc., ex rel. T. J. Flem- 
ming, Treasurer of the County 
of Los Angeles, Plaintiff, vs. 
Clara B. Baker, Roy B.Wheeler, 
Defendants. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and J. A. 
Donnell, District Attorney, for 
Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Civil - 



By complaint— Plaintiff prays 
that Clara B. Baker and Roy 
B. Wheeler, and each of them, 
appear on the date fixed by 
this Court «nd show cause 
why said tax should not be 
paid; that Plaintiff have 
judgment against Roy B. 
Wheeler and Clara B. Baker 
for the sum of $1,250, with in- 
terest at the rate of 10% per 
annum, and for costs of suit, 
and for such other relief as 
this Court may deem just 
and equitable. 



Superior Court No. 25976— The 
People, etc., upon the informa- 
tion and complaint of A. P. 
Wiley, Plaintiff, vs. L. B. Doan, 
Defendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
Attorney-General, and Mul- 
ford & Pollard for Plaintiff. 
Will D. Gould for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Civil.. By complaint — Plaintiff de- 
mands judgment that De- 
fendant is not entitled to 
office, and that he be ousted 
therefrom ; that L. R. Tilgh- 
man is entitled to said office, 
and that he be admitted to 
same ; that a fine of $5,000 be 
imposed upon Defendant, and 
that he be ordered to pay 
costs of the suit. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks— Bond. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
May 16, 1896. Complaint filed May 20, 
1806. Demurrer tiled May 29, 1896. 
Answer filed May 29, 1896. Demurrer 
overruled June 8, 1896. Judgment 
for Defendant July 22, 1896. Action 
dismissed. 




Office No. 68. 

Amount of bond, 
$500. N. G. Ledger- 
wood, principal ; 
Jacob Adloff, Chas. 
Banner, sureties. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
May 19, 1896. Complaint filed May 21, 
1896. Summons served May 29, 1896. 
Demurrer filed May 28, 1896. Demur- 
rer sustained July 9, 1896. 




Ofilce No. 69. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. Cramer B. 

Morris, principal ; 

J. N. Victor, ¥. B. 

Hockaday, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
May 1, 1896. Complaint filed May 2, 
1896. 




Office No. 70. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
June 1, 1896. Complaint filed June 8, 
1896. Demurrer filed June 22, 1896. 
Demurrer overruled June 29, 1896. An- 
swer filed July 8, 1896. 




Oflfice No. 7L 

Amount of bond, $500. 
H. P. Sweet, Stephen 
Bowers, sureties. 
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Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Char- 
acter of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 


Superior Court No. 63489— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of P. L. Weaver, Plaintiff, vs. 
Edward A. Reddy, Defendant 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, ana H. E. Highton 
for Plaintiff; Reddy, Camp- 
bell & Metson for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil .. 


By complaint— That the De- 
fendant is not entitled to the 
office of Superintendent of 
the Almshouse, and that he 
has unlawfully intruded and 
holds said office; that the 
Plaintiff is the lawful holder 
of office of Superintendent of 
said Almshouse, and to the 
salary, rights, and emolu- 
ments thereof ; that he be re- 
stored to the possession of 
said office, and that Defend- 
ant pay a fine of $6,000, and 
costs of this suit. 


The People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of D. J. McCarthy, Plain- 
tiff, vs. C. W. Cosaboom, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, At- 
torney-General, and J. W. 
Mitchell, F. A. Cattern for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Civil - 


By complaint— Plaintiff prays 
judgment that Defendant is 
not entitled to office of 
Trustee of the town of Long 
Beach; that Defendant be 
ousted and excluded from 
all the rights, privileges, and 
duties of said office, and for 
costs of suit. 


The People etc., upon the com- 
plaint of D. J. McCarthy, 
Plaintiff, vs. K. Almind, De- 
fendant. W. F. Fitzgerald, 
and J. W. Mitchell, F. A. Cat- 
tern for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Civil „ 


By complaint— Plaintiff prays 
judgment that the Defend- 
ant is not entitled to the 
office of Trustee of the town 
of Long Beach; that he be 
ousted and excluded from 
all the rights, privileges, and 
duties of said office, and for 
costs of suit. 


Superior Court No. 2369— The 
People, etc., upon the com- 
plaint of Robt. Waugh, Plaint- 
iff, vs. The Auburn Yankee 
Jim's Turnpike Company (a 
corporation), Defendant. W. F. 
Fitzgerald. Attorney-General, 
and L. L. Chamberlain. District 
Attorney, for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


Civil ~ 


By complaint— Plaintiff prays 
judgment that Defendant be 
required to set forth by what 
authority it claims and exer- 
cises the franchise to collect 
rates of toll over said road ; 
that it be perpetually en- 
joined therefrom; and for 
such other relief and for costs 
of suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. John 
Kenealy, Plaintiff, vs. L. F. 
Scott, W. S. Wright, and The 
West Side Lighting Company 
(a corporation). Defendants. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and Ben Goodrich for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Civil .. 


By complaint— Plaintiff prays 
that the said Defendants be 
ordered and adjudged guilty 
of usurping and unlawfully 
holding and attempting to 
exercise said franchise, and 
that judgment be rendered 
that said Defendants be ex- 
cluded from said franchise, 
and pay the costs of this 
action. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court. 


Remarks—Bond. 


Xieave to sue granted and bond approved 
June 5, 1896. Complaint filed June 5, 
1896. 




Office No. 72. 

Amount of bond, $500. 
P. L. Weaver, jprin- 
cipal; A. J. Royl- 
ston, G. R. Sander- 
son, sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June IS, 1896. 




Oflftce No. 73. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approv- 
ed June 13, 1896. 

i 




Office No. 74. 
Amount of bond $500. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approv- 
ed J une 19, 1896. Complaint filed June 
27, 1896. Demurrer filed July 6, 1896. 




Oflftce No. 75. 
Amount of bond 

$500. Rob'tWaugh, 

principal; 8. B. 

Bert, J. M. Lowell, 

sureties. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
June 19, 1896. 




Office No. 76. 
Amount of bond, 

$500. JohnKenealy, 

principal ; O. A. 

Iver, M. F. O'Dea, 

sureties. 
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Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Char- 
acter of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 


Supreme Court No. 000— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of John C. Lynch, Plaintiff, vs. 
James H. Budd, Defendant. 
W. F. Fitzgerald, Attorney- 
General, and Denson & De 
Haven for Plaintiff. W. W. 
Foote, Garrett W. McEnerny 
for Defendant. 


Supreme Court 
of California. 


Civil.. 


By petition— For writ of man- 
date, commanding the Re- 
spondent, as Governor of the 
State of California, to make 
known and declare in his 
proclamation for the general 
election to be held in this 
State on Nov. 3, 1898, for that 
portion of the unexpired 
term of Spencer G. Millard, 
deceased, following the date 
of said general election, as 
one of the offices to be filled 
at such election. 


Superior Court No. 3495— The 
People, etc., upon the relation 
of Thomas Alonzo LeFevre, 
Plaintiff, vs. Richard O'Neil 
and George Brander, Defend- 
ants. W.F. Fitzgerald, Attor- 
ney-General, ana W. T. Mc- 
Nealy for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil.. 


By complaint— To set aside 
patents issued June 29, 1885, 
to Richard O'Neil, for lots 3 
and 4, S.J* of N.W.J4 S.V. 
\i of N.E. y^ and W. }4 of 
8.E. K, Sec. 1, T. 10 S., B. 4 
W.,S.B.B.&M., 439.40 acres. 


The People^etc, upon the com- 
plaint of D. C. Matteson et al., 
Plaintiffs, vs. E. B. Noble, A. 
M. Noble, and Herbert E. Wil- 
liamson, Defendants. W. F. 
Fitzgerald, Attorney-General, 
and Gould & Bogue for Plain- 
tiffs. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil- 


By complaint — That said De- 
fendants, A. M. Noble, E. B. 
Noble, and H. E. Williamson, 
are not entitled to said offices 
and positions as directors of 
said corporation, and are not 
entitled to said offices as sec- 
retary and treasurer, and to 
said office of superintendent 
of said corporation, and that 
Plaintiffs are entitled there- 
to, and to all the rights and 
emoluments thereof. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment 
in Supreme Court 


Remarks— Bond. 


Leave to sue granted and bond approved 
July 9, 1«96. 


Petition filed July 9,1896. 
Demurrer filed July 23, 
1896. Argued and sub- 
mitted Aug. 11, 1896. 
Brief for Respondent 
filed Aug. 17, 1896. 
Argument on behalf of 
Petitioner filed Aug. 
17, 1896. Writ denied 
Sept. 1, 1896. 


Office No. 77. 

Amount of bond, 
$600. John C. Lynch, 
principal ; Denson 
& DeHaven, sure- 
ties. 

Closed. 


Leave to sue granted June 24, 1889. 
Complaint filedJune28, 1889. Demurrer 
filed Sept. 28. 1889. Demurrer over- 
ruled Nov. & 1889. Answer filed Sept. 
28, 1889. Judgment of dismissal April 
24, 1896. New bond approved June 4, 
1896. Dismissal set aside July 31, 1896. 




Office No. 78. 


Leave to sue granted Aug. 31, 1896. 




Office No. 79. 
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